Northern Illinois University

Huskie Commons
Graduate Research Theses & Dissertations

Graduate Research & Artistry

2017

The association between body esteem and school engagement :
the role of victimization as a mediator
Jacqueline Klossing

Follow this and additional works at: https://huskiecommons.lib.niu.edu/allgraduate-thesesdissertations

Recommended Citation
Klossing, Jacqueline, "The association between body esteem and school engagement : the role of
victimization as a mediator" (2017). Graduate Research Theses & Dissertations. 5321.
https://huskiecommons.lib.niu.edu/allgraduate-thesesdissertations/5321

This Dissertation/Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate Research & Artistry at Huskie
Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Graduate Research Theses & Dissertations by an authorized
administrator of Huskie Commons. For more information, please contact jschumacher@niu.edu.

ABSTRACT
THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN BODY ESTEEM AND SCHOOL ENGAGEMENT:
THE ROLE OF VICTIMIZATION AS A MEDIATOR
Jacqueline Klossing, M.A.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Michelle Demaray, Director
Little research has examined how body esteem impacts the educational environment for
students, yet current research indicates that body image and body esteem is a defining experience
for individuals, particularly adolescents. The current study collected data in a sample of 669
middle school students from northern Illinois using self-report measures to examine the relation
between body esteem and school engagement, predicting victimization (both global and
appearance-based) plays a mediating role in this relationship. The associations between these
variables were explored, as well as the role gender plays in these relations. Results indicated
body esteem was a predictor for all variables, including victimization, appearance-based
victimization, behavioral engagement, and emotional engagement. These associations only
differed by gender for victimization. Victimization was tested as a mediator between body
esteem and both types of engagement for girls and boys. Victimization partially mediated this
association for behavioral engagement in girls but not boys, indicating body esteem is related to
school engagement through other means than victimization. Implications were drawn from the
results to inform future research and school practices, including suggestions that the current
findings provide preliminary evidence for not only reducing victimization in schools, but also
supporting the development of body image in adolescent girls and boys to help support their
behaviors, emotions, and practices related to school engagement
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Body image has been identified as a particularly salient construct to adolescent
development for some time, with this construct being implicated in a variety of outcomes,
including depression, substance use, suicidality, victimization, dangerous eating behaviors, and
low self-esteem (Jónsdóttir, Arnarson, & Smári, 2008; McClintock & Evans, 2001; Rodgers,
Paxton, & McLean, 2014; Wild, Flisher, Bhana, & Lombard, 2004). Furthermore, the struggle
with body image is robust, with as many as 54 to 92 percent of boys and girls reporting body
dissatisfaction (Lawler & Nixon, 2011; Neumark-Sztainer, Story, Hannan, Perry, & Irving, 2002;
Presnell, Bearman, & Stice, 2004; Schneider et al., 2013; Stice & Whitenton, 2002).
Unfortunately, very little research has been conducted to understand how body image,
and more specifically, body esteem, may play a role in the educational environment. Adolescents
spend eight hours of their day and five days of their week in the school environment. If body
esteem problems are indeed highly prevalent, it would be expected that this issue would also
impact a student’s time in school. However, to date, there is no research exploring this question.
It’s important to begin asking this question, though, as one large contributor to the formation of
body image is the social expectations individuals are presented with from the beginning of life of
what bodies should look like. This has been shown to be particularly important during
adolescence, as this developmental period includes physiological changes that become a focus
for many adolescents while they are simultaneously experiencing a time of identity development
and engaging in more social comparisons, including in appearance, with peers (Jones,

Vigfusdottir, & Lee, 2004; Levine & Smolack, 2002; Sabiston, Sedgwick, Crocker, Kowalski,
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& Mack, 2007). Physical appearance, therefore, plays an important role in how this identity
development occurs. For some, a physical appearance that is considered “ideal” by societal
standards allows the gaining of social power based on appearance (Harter, 1999; Shapka &
Keating, 2005). While this may be beneficial for those individuals who arbitrarily fit the body
image “ideal,” those who do not fit this ideal are left in a state of heightened vulnerability. They
can be considered in some adolescents’ eyes to be non-normative, which can be linked to being a
target of victimization (D'Augelli, Pilkington, & Hershberger, 2002; Hanish & Guerra, 2000;
Rose, 2011; Janssen, Craig, Boyce, & Pickett, 2004; Lampard, MacLehose, Eisenberg,
Neumark-Sztainer, & Davison, 2014; Taylor, 2011).
Because body esteem has been linked to victimization, it is a construct that should be of
concern for schools. Yet very little is currently being done to consider this body esteem
component. Furthermore, the consequences occurring in school from body esteem problems may
be more prevalent than is thought, but because no research has been conducted, this remains
unknown, and therefore, unaddressed by schools. Students who are victimized are more likely to
show low school commitment and involvement (Mehta, Cornell, Fan, & Gregory, 2013), and
students with body image difficulties are also likely to withdraw from environments that seem
high-stress when considering their appearance (Cask & Smolak, 2011). With all of these factors
potentially impacting the school experience for adolescents, it becomes apparent that more
resources should be dedicated to exploring the complex relationship of body image, bullying,
and school outcomes, particularly the implicated outcome of engagement. This will allow for an
understanding of how these variables interact in dynamic ways to affect students in school in
ways that may not always be predicted.

3

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Body Esteem
Body image has been a topic that has taken the forefront in media and research alike. Its
prevalence is notable, with studies indicating anywhere from 24 to 92 percent of adolescent girls
and 12 to 54 percent of adolescent boys report being dissatisfied with their appearance (Lawler
& Nixon, 2011; Neumark-Sztainer et al., 2002; Presnell et al., 2004; Schneider et al., 2013; Stice
& Whitenton, 2002). Body image has been shown to be associated with a number of outcomes,
including depression, suicidality, substance use, victimization, unhealthy eating behaviors, social
phobia, fear of negative evaluation, and low self-esteem (Jónsdóttir et al., 2008; McClintock &
Evans, 2001; Rodgers et al., 2014; Wild et al., 2004). For these reasons, body image should be
more closely examined as a relevant construct impacting adolescent development.
Body esteem, a representation of body image, has been defined as a physical component
of global self-esteem that encompasses the beliefs, attitudes, and self-evaluations one has about
his or her body (Fisher & Cleveland, 1968; Harter, 2012; Mendelson, Mendelson, & White,
2001). While the terms “body image” and “body satisfaction” have been studied more
extensively in the literature than body esteem, they are all defined in very similar ways (Gleason,
Alexander, & Somers, 2000; Myers & Rosen, 1999; Yanover & Thompson, 2009). While body
satisfaction is an observable measure of body esteem by assessing personal evaluations of
satisfaction with the body, body image is a cognitive construct that captures an individual’s
general feelings about how they look, similar to self-esteem (Grogan, 2006). Because of this,

body esteem can be understood as a construct that encompasses both body satisfaction and
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body image.
Body esteem has been found to exist uniquely from global self-esteem. A study
examining the development of self-esteem and body esteem in overweight children and
adolescents found that individuals could experience both high self-esteem and low body esteem
simultaneously (Mendelson & White, 1985). Some researchers have identified relevant
components to body esteem. Previously thought to be a one-dimensional construct, Tucker
(1981) factor analyzed the construct in an undergraduate male population and found a variety of
individual components contributing to the final measure of body esteem. These included health
and physical fitness, face and overall appearance, subordinate and independent body features,
and physique and muscular strength (Tucker, 1981).
In another study using factor analysis, Franzoi and Shields (1984) found three main
components contributing uniquely to male body esteem and female body esteem in an
undergraduate population. Female body esteem included three factors: sexual attractiveness,
weight concern, and physical condition. Sexual attractiveness includes physical attractiveness
that cannot be altered through any means other than cosmetic procedures and reflects a female’s
personal feelings of attractiveness to other individuals (Franzoi & Shields, 1984). Weight
concern differs in that it refers to those parts of one’s appearance that can be altered without
cosmetic procedures, such as exercise and diet. Weight concern is a factor of body esteem that is
least correlated with self-esteem. The final factor, physical condition, involves the areas of the
body that involve strength, endurance, and agility (Franzoi & Shields, 1984).
In male body esteem, physical attractiveness, upper body strength, and physical condition
were identified (Franzoi & Shields, 1984). Physical attractiveness is similar in males as females,

but there is less of an emphasis on sexuality as a central feature of perceptions of
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attractiveness. Physical condition also resembles the physical condition factor found in women,
but the emphasis on body parts important for perceptions of being physically fit are unique to
gender. The factor that is only evident in males, upper body strength, is comprised of feelings of
being larger and broader in the upper body (Franzoi & Shields, 1984). These factors were found
in an undergraduate sample, so their role may be particularly salient to young adults. However, it
begins to paint the picture of how body esteem manifests differently based on gender.
Another study found three factors within a body esteem measure in a child and adolescent
sample. A three-factor solution showed that body esteem in adolescents and children is most
likely inclusive of general feelings about one’s appearance, satisfaction with one’s weight, and
evaluations attributed to others of one’s own body and looks (Mendelson et al., 2001). While
these were unique factors that separately contributed to body esteem, it was found that the
general feelings about one’s appearance accounted for nearly 50 percent of the variance in scores
in comparison to ten percent from the attribution factor and six percent of the variance from the
weight factor (Mendelson et al., 2001). This indicates that body esteem may have multiple
components in adolescence, but that it is most largely driven by general feelings about one’s
looks.
Body Esteem Contributors
Because body esteem is defined as beliefs, attitudes, and self-evaluations about one’s
body (Fisher & Cleveland, 1968; Harter, 2012; Mendelson, Mendelson, & White, 2001), it can
involve a number of factors that influence its presence, including both internal and external
factors. A few of these include perceptions of one’s physical appearance, the physical transition
experienced during puberty, the role of environmental influences such as family, peers, and the

media, and the role of genetic and biological influence. All of these factors can underwrite
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feelings of body esteem. In addition to these contributing factors, there a number of protective
factors that may buffer some of the negative outcomes associated with low body esteem.
Physical Appearance. Perceptions of personal appearance and body size can predict
one’s feelings about their body. Physical appearance has been shown to be the best predictor of
self-esteem above all other areas of self-concept (Harter, 1999; Shapka & Keating, 2005). This
effect remains even in unique populations where other areas of self-concept would be more
salient. For example, a study showed that in a population of behaviorally disordered youth,
individuals’ perceptions of their personal conduct did not predict self-esteem as strongly as
physical appearance (Harter, Whitesell, & Junkin, 1998). This effect was also seen in a
population of youth competing in the Special Olympics such that physical appearance still
predicted self-esteem better than athleticism in these individuals (Harter, 1999). The evidence
indicates that self-esteem and physical appearance are inarguably linked, and thus, the construct
of body esteem becomes that much more salient in understanding the construct of self-esteem.
There are multiple objective physical features that are related to these heightened feelings
of body dissatisfaction. The link between body mass index (BMI) and feelings about one’s body
is one objective measure that captures the association between these two constructs of the
exterior self and how it relates to internal feelings of self (Harter, 1999). BMI has been shown to
predict a significant amount of variance in body dissatisfaction in adolescent girls and boys
(Neumark-Sztainer, Bauer, Friend, Hannan, Story, & Berge, 2010; Paxton, Eisenberg, &
Neumark-Sztainer, 2006; Rodgers et al., 2014). In addition BMI has been shown to predict
decreased global self-worth and self-esteem (Fox & Farrow, 2009). However, other research has
shown that BMI may not be predictive itself of self-esteem, but rather the weight-related teasing

that often is associated with higher BMIs is predictive of self-esteem (Kutob, Senf, Crago, &
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Shisslak, 2010). This suggests that BMI alone may be an important, but not singularly predictive,
variable in explaining body esteem development.
Another objective physical measure, particularly in adolescence, is skin appearance. Less
research has been conducted on this topic, but preliminary findings suggest there may be a link
between presence of skin problems such as acne and body dissatisfaction and lower self-esteem
(Dalgard, Gieler, Holm, Bjertness, & Hauser, 2008; Dunn, O'Neill, & Feldman, 2011; Magin,
Adams, Heading, Pond, & Smith, 2008). However, severity of acne, which is less often
measured, may play a role in this association, and it may be affected by gender. Again, as in
BMI, the role acne plays is not singular in predicting feelings of body esteem, but it may play a
small, measurable role.
Puberty. Puberty contributes to feelings of body esteem on multiple levels. Physical
appearance is changing during this developmental period, but hormonal changes are also
occurring that may impact the emotional experience adolescents report (Cash & Smolak, 2011).
Furthermore, because this milestone varies by the individual both in how it appears to others and
in timing, it puts adolescents in a place of risk by deviating from what peers identify as the
developmentally “normal” (Hamlat, Shapero, Hamilton, Stange, Abramson, & Alloy, 2015;
Taylor, 2011).
In particular, pubertal timing in relation to body size is important. A longitudinal study
using a nationally representative sample of adolescents aged 12 to 17 found that timing had an
interaction with gender in explaining body dissatisfaction (Duncan, Ritter, Dornbusch, Gross, &
Carlsmith, 1985). Girls who matured early reported the highest levels of body dissatisfaction,
with 69 percent of this group reporting dissatisfaction with their weight, (Duncan et al., 1985). In

contrast, boys who matured early were most satisfied with their body height and weight above
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all other groups across gender and maturation level (Duncan et al., 1985). Interestingly, girls
reported some level of dissatisfaction as they matured regardless of timing, suggesting that the
mere experience of puberty in girls brings about these negative evaluations of the body, an effect
not present in boys (Duncan et al., 1985). Other research has had similar findings to corroborate
these conclusions, further emphasizing the importance of puberty and its relation to gender in
explaining body dissatisfaction. In particular, researchers have found that late pubertal timing in
boys is more damaging, with early or on-time development being potentially beneficial in the
development of body satisfaction (Graber, Lewinsohn, Seeley, & Brooks-Gunn, 1997; Siegel,
Yancey, Aneshensel, & Schuler, 1999). In addition, while girls seem more impacted by the onset
of puberty across pubertal timing, on-time or later timing is related to better outcomes (Graber et
al., 1997; Siegel et al., 1999; Williams & Currie, 2000).
Environmental Factors. There are a number of environmental contributors to the
development of body esteem. One notable area of influence is the home environment. Not only
do parental behaviors impact their children, but the nature of these relationships can also effect
how body esteem manifests in certain individuals. Peer dynamics also play a principal role,
particularly in adolescence, in directing how body esteem develops. Furthermore, the broader
role of the media has a part as well. One study integrating these three factors found that after
controlling for variable coming from all three sources (family, peers, and media), media pressure
and peer support were the only significant predictors of body esteem outside of the adolescents
reported self-esteem (Ata, Ludden, & Lally, 2007). While all sources could explain some
variance, it was not a significant portion in the final model (Ata et al., 2007), suggesting body
esteem is constructed from many sources of influence. Together, the interaction of these three

elements puts children and adolescents on unique paths in developing feelings about their body
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image.
The home environment is typically the first environment children interact in to learn
about the world, themselves, and also their bodies. Parental behaviors such as self-talk about
appearance, eating, or dieting all may be modeled by children and adolescents to contribute to
feelings related to body image (Polce-Lynch, Myers, Kliewer, & Kilmartin, 2001). However, this
level of influence is contested. Longitudinally, parent dieting has been shown not to be predictive
of body dissatisfaction across adolescence, which may be attributed to the fact that these effects
may not be distal and only relevant in single time points (Paxton et al., 2006). In addition, a
study examining predictors of body dissatisfaction found that after accounting for
sociodemographic variables and BMI, family weight-related teasing and dieting practices only
explained an additional two percent of variance in body dissatisfaction (Neumark-Sztainer et al.,
2010). While parents’ contributions to unhealthy body image may be fairly small, parents are not
effective at perceiving when their child has high levels of body dissatisfaction. A study
examining parents’ perceptions of their daughters’ perception of their shape, weight, and body
esteem found that parents could accurately predict perceptions of shape and weight (both actual
and ideal), but they were not as effective in predicting their daughters’ body esteem (Geller,
Srikameswaran, Zaitsoff, Cockell, & Poole, 2003). This was exacerbated when body esteem
reported by the daughters’ was higher (Geller et al., 2003), indicating that those who struggle the
most with body esteem may have the least aware parents. Being able to identify these feelings
and be supportive may be crucial to preventing low body esteem, as research has suggested that
low social support, including from caregivers, is predictive of feelings of low self-acceptance
which in turn predicts low body esteem (McClintock & Evans, 2001; Stice & Whitenton, 2002).

Peers become increasingly important through adolescence, and thus, their influence in
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body image ideals also becomes salient (Cash & Smolak, 2011; Taylor, 2011). In a study on
child and adolescent girls, it was found that peer discussions that are based around appearance,
and particularly perceptions that peers find a thinner body more desirable, are predictive of
changes in appearance satisfaction, drive for thinness, and self-esteem (Dohnt & Tiggemann,
2006; Jones, 2004). In addition, having friends who engage in dieting behaviors is a significant
predictor of body dissatisfaction in early adolescence (Lampard et al., 2014; Paxton et al., 2006).
While being a healthy weight can be protective in some of these areas, even girls with average
weight report levels of body dissatisfaction that are predicted by their friends’ exhibited
preoccupation with appearance and appearance-based teasing, which is similar to findings in
overweight adolescent girl samples (Thompson, Shroff, Herbozo, Cafri, Rodriguez, &
Rodriguez, 2007).
Qualitative research has shown that peers may tease one another about appearance in
ways that are rarely perceived as teasing and can contribute to negative evaluations of one’s
body and engagement in compensatory exercise and eating behaviors (Taylor, 2011).
Furthermore, girls report being criticized for appearance more than boys (Taylor, 2011), which is
consistent with findings that girls also perceive themselves to be evaluated more by peers
(particularly same-sex peers), in contrast to boys who report perceiving this evaluation from
family (Slater & Tiggemann, 2011). This form of peer teasing has been consistently reported in
the literature to relate to feelings of body dissatisfaction (Brixval, Rayce, Rasmussen, Holstein,
& Due, 2012; Leone, Fetro, Kittleson, Welshimer, Partridge, & Robertson, 2011), with a strong
association being made between these two variables (Rodgers et al., 2014). Interestingly,
however, internalization of this teasing and ideals as well as making peer comparisons has been

shown to fully mediate this relation (Lawler & Nixon, 2011; Rodgers et al., 2014), suggesting
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that understanding personal vulnerabilities in these mediating areas may be crucial to
understanding the impact peer teasing has on body dissatisfaction. Peer support, on the other
hand, may serve as a protective factor against developing unhealthy body esteem (Ata et al.,
2007), with findings showing that poor social support, including from friends, is indirectly
related to low body esteem through the mediator of low self-acceptance (McClintock & Evans,
2001). These studies clearly display the significant role of peers in the development of body
esteem.
The influence of media also contributes to how adolescents conceptualize their body in
comparison to an ideal body (Ata et al., 2007). A study examining appearance satisfaction in
adolescent girls found that exposure to television that emphasizes appearance was related to later
decreases in appearance satisfaction (Dohnt & Tiggemann, 2006). Furthermore, accepting media
images internally has been shown to predict self-esteem in boys and girls and is uniquely
associated with body image in girls (Polce-Lynch et al., 2001). This suggests that the influence
of media may impact body esteem in girls more than boys, which is consistent with findings that
women are frequently objectified in the media based on physical appearance (Grabe, Ward, &
Hyde, 2008). However, males are not completely excluded from these experiences. Research has
shown that when exposed to media of muscular men, increases of body dissatisfaction follow
suit (Hargreaves & Tiggemann, 2009). In addition, when males make upward social comparisons
in media exposure, there are subsequent changes in body dissatisfaction (Hargreaves &
Tiggemann, 2009). For these reasons, it is important to consider media as a contributing factor to
the development of low body esteem.

Protective Factors. While a number of factors can put individuals at risk in developing
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low body esteem, there are also factors that may be protective. Having positive perceptions of
one’s physical appearance and an appearance that is more aligned with the “ideal” has been
shown to be beneficial (Perkins & Lerner, 1995; Thompson et al., 2007). Accordingly, being in a
healthy weight range and not being at-risk for being overweight has been associated with lower
rates of body dissatisfaction and greater resistance to peer influence in developing appearance
ideals (Thompson et al., 2007). In regards to gender, boys generally have better outcomes in
body esteem, including reporting less body dissatisfaction and showing less susceptibility to risk
factors such as teasing or media exposure (Mendelson & White, 1985; Polce-Lynch et al., 2001;
Slater & Tiggemann, 2011). In girls, some research suggests ethnicity may be particularly
salient. African American girls have been shown to be less likely to develop body dissatisfaction
during mid-adolescence than girls of other ethnicities (Paxton et al., 2006; Siegel et al., 1999),
which has been attributed to cultural differences in body ideals that put less emphasis on
thinness. However, some research proposes that this effect may be dependent on pubertal timing
(Hamlat et al., 2015), suggesting more work needs to be done to understand this link. Finally, a
lack of social support has been linked to body esteem issues, indicating that having higher levels
of social support from both parents and peers may improve outcomes related to body
dissatisfaction (Bearman, Presnell, Martinez, & Stice, 2006; McClintock & Evans, 2001; Stice &
Whitenton, 2002). Most of the research on specific protective factors is still emerging, but
current research points to these factors as potentially protective, and thus, should be further
explored to bolster healthy body esteem development.

The Role of Gender
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Body esteem is a construct that is heavily influenced by gender. Historically and through
today, societal expectations for males and females typically differ in a number of ways. Body
image expectations are no exception to this, with males being expected to develop “masculine”
figures that are bulkier with muscle and females being expected to look thin and “feminine”
(Cash & Smolak, 2011; Grabe et al., 2008). While the expectations differ by gender, so does the
level of pressure assigned to these expectations, and thus, outcomes related to these expectations
typically differ by gender as well. For these reasons, a thorough examination of body esteem
separately between males and females is essential in explicating this construct through gender.
Females. In general, girls are more likely to experience low body esteem than boys (Ata,
Ludden, & Lally, 2007; Mendelson et al., 2001), and this stems from a desire to adopt the “ideal”
body shape purported by the media and others (Dohnt & Tiggemann, 2006; Jones, 2004; PolceLynch et al., 2001). This ideal may vary in some subcultures, but commonly in Western culture,
it revolves around thinness (Cash & Smolak, 2011). Most girls report wanting to have a thinner
body, an ideal that is often provided by the media (Polce-Lynch et al., 2001). Research has
shown television exposure to be a significant predictor of developing a thinner body ideal one
year later in preadolescent girls as young as five (Dohnt & Tiggemann, 2006; Harrison &
Hefner, 2006), and this effect continues to be present across mid and late adolescence (Grabe et
al., 2008; Jones, 2004; Posavac, Posavac, & Posavac, 1998), showing that this influence is
pervasive across development. While cultural differences can influence this, with the exclusion
of African American girls, adolescents girls of other ethnicities have appeared to adopt these
Westernized ideals (Neumark-Sztainer, Croll, Story, Hannan, French, & Perry, 2002), and the
internalization of this ideal is particularly heightened in certain ethnic groups. One study found

that Hispanic, Asian American, and Native American girls reported weight-related concerns
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that were on par or more concerning than Caucasian adolescents (Neumark-Sztainer et al., 2002)
which has been supported by other research (Robinson et al., 1996; Schooler, 2008; Wildes,
Emery, & Simons, 2001).
Puberty tends to only exacerbate the difficulties girls face with body image. While the
onset of menstruation has not been tied to increases in body dissatisfaction (Stice & Whitenton,
2002), changes in in other areas, particularly weight gain and skin complexion, can predict body
dissatisfaction and self-esteem (Dalgard et al., 2008; Dunn et al., 2011; Magin et al., 2008;
Neumark-Sztainer et al., 2010; Paxton et al., 2006; Rodgers et al., 2014). While relatively little
research has explored the effects of development of specific body parts on body dissatisfaction,
pubertal timing has a well-established effect. The onset of puberty itself is typically an
experience that leads to decreases in body dissatisfaction across all ages of girls (Duncan et al.,
1985). However, research shows that the earlier the timing of puberty, the more detrimental the
effects for nearly all girls, excluding African American girls, where research indicates late
maturation may actually be more detrimental (Hamlat et al., 2015).
Individual differences can also explain how body esteem manifests in adolescent girls.
Girls who are vulnerable to internalizing gender roles have been found to have an appearance
orientation in evaluating their bodies as opposed to a functional orientation (Horn, Newton, &
Evers, 2011). It has also been found that the relation between body esteem and self-esteem is
stronger in girls, and this can be attributed to the heightened importance girls place on physical
appearance in evaluating their global self-worth (Kutob et al., 2010; Mendelson et al., 2001;
Paxton et al., 2006; Polce-Lynch et al., 2001). One study found that while general male body
esteem only correlated significantly with appearance-based self-esteem, general female body

esteem correlated significantly with appearance-based, social acceptance-based, and romantic
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relationships-based components of self-esteem (Mendelson et al., 2001). This internalization
appears to be particularly salient in explaining how body dissatisfaction develops in girls (Jones,
2004; Rodgers et al., 2014; Stice & Whitenton, 2002), and then explains how these lower levels
of body esteem may relate to lower evaluations of global self-worth in girls. Moreover, girls who
engage in social comparisons with peers are more likely to report low body dissatisfaction
(Jones, 2004), which contrasts findings that social comparison can actually bolster body esteem
for boys (Cash & Smolak, 2011). Perfectionism may also play a role in female body
dissatisfaction (Boone, Soenens, & Luyten, 2014; Yang & Stoeber, 2012). A study examining
perfectionism in adolescent girls found that those having a type of perfectionism related to being
evaluated by others rather than self was positively associated with body dissatisfaction six
months later (Boone et al., 2014). However, most of the research looks at perfectionism as a
predictor of disordered eating rather than body dissatisfaction itself. For these reasons, the
connection between perfectionism and body dissatisfaction is still being established.
Nevertheless, these individual traits have been explored as possibly contributing to body
dissatisfaction in girls.
Across gender, there are a number of outcomes that are related to low body esteem.
These include heightened risk for victimization, depression, disordered eating, and low selfesteem (Brixval et al., 2012; Jónsdóttir et al., 2008; Olivardia, Pope, Borowiecki, & Cohane,
2004; Johnson & Wardle, 2005). These factors and others that may present in girls can set them
on a trajectory to develop a host of related problems that may stem from low body esteem. One
longitudinal study using only adolescent girls found body dissatisfaction to be predictive of
emotional eating, atypical weight and eating attitudes, bulimic symptoms, depression, and low

self-esteem (Johnson & Wardle, 2005). After controlling for other domains of self-esteem, girls
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with low body esteem are also more likely to engage in drug, cigarette, and alcohol use as well as
report more feelings of suicidality (Wild et al., 2004). In addition to this, girls are also more
likely than boys to engage in dieting behaviors that are unhealthy and even engage in cosmetic
procedures to change their appearance (Cash & Smolak, 2011). While many of these outcomes
may occur in either gender, these are some that are well established in females.
Males. Research on male body esteem is much less prevalent than in females, and so less
is known about male body esteem. However, this construct is still very relevant to boys. While
boys are less likely to report having low body esteem (Ata et al., 2007; Furnham, Badmin, &
Sneade, 2002; Mendelson et al., 2001), there are still expectations set forth for males to appear a
certain way, particularly having a large, muscular build (Cash & Smolak, 2011; Leone et al.,
2011). It is not uncommon for boys to engage in a number of behaviors that are attempts at
achieving this body type. For example, one study in undergraduate men found that 27 percent of
participants were using performance-enhancing supplements, legal or otherwise (Olivardia et al.,
2004). Another study found that the use of strategies to decrease weight led to using strategies to
increase muscle, including exercise dependence, steroid use, and disordered eating in adolescent
boys (McCabe & Ricciardelli, 2004). Not only is this build desired for its appearance, but boys
are also more driven to have a body that is athletically capable (Furnham et al., 2002). Research
has shown that while girls may exercise more than boys in order to control their weight, boost
mood, and tone, boys report exercising more than girls in order to become physically fit
(Furnham et al., 2002). Boys with athletic prowess are shown to have better outcomes in regards
to body esteem due to the vital role this “body competency” provides for male self-concept
(Franzoi & Shields, 1984; Leone et al., 2011). This is the Westernized ideal that is driven largely

by the media and provides a construct of what is “desirable,” thus catalyzing the process of not
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only experiencing body dissatisfaction, but also engaging in behaviors to mitigate these feelings
through appearance change (Martin & Govender, 2011). Those individuals who have adopted
this ideal internally report higher rates of body image dissatisfaction and desiring a muscular
body as the ideal (Jones, 2004; Martin & Govender, 2011).
One process of physical change that is not controlled by adolescents, however, is puberty.
Just as with girls, adolescent boys find themselves experiencing varying levels and types of
changes that may project them closer to or farther from the ideal, which accordingly impacts
their body esteem (Cash & Smolak, 2011). In particular, the perception of development of
muscularity seems to be crucial in understanding how a young male will respond to puberty in
regards to body dissatisfaction (Cash & Smolak, 2011; Olivardia et al., 2004). While in general
puberty is a positive experience for boys because it typically expands their muscle mass and
leads to widened shoulders, timing also can prove to be very important in predicting body esteem
outcomes (Duncan et al., 1985; Graber et al., 1997; Siegel et al., 1999). Specifically, latematuring boys experience greater levels of body dissatisfaction that in turn predicts heightened
depressive symptoms (Graber et al., 1997; McCabe & Ricciardelli, 2004; Siegel et al., 1999).
Boys are also subject to individual differences that can influence the development of
body esteem. As with outcomes related to body esteem, there are some individual differences
that may be salient for both males and females, such as low self-esteem and perfectionism
(Olivardia et al., 2004; Yang & Stoeber, 2012). However, there are a few individual differences
that have begun to emerge as particularly relevant to males. While some research indicates that
negative affect may predict body dissatisfaction in girls, more research has found negative affect
in adolescent boys to predict body dissatisfaction (Paxton et al., 2006; Presnell et al., 2004).

Thus, boys who may have a personality that is prone to negativity may be at risk for
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developing low body esteem. Levels of perceived athletic competence are also important in
predicting body esteem (Tatangelo & Ricciardelli, 2013). This is consistent with research
suggesting that functionality is more important to body esteem in males than in females (Franzoi
& Shields, 1984). While negative affect and physical functionality may be recognized as relevant
factors that predominantly relate to male body esteem, there are likely many other individual
differences that could be salient but have yet to be explored. For these reasons, current
conclusions about body esteem in males should be made with caution.
The outcomes associated with low body esteem in males can vary. As always, there are
certain outcomes that seem to be prevalent across all adolescents, such as depression, eating
disorders, victimization, and low self-esteem (Brixval et al., 2012; Jónsdóttir et al., 2008;
Olivardia et al., 2004; Johnson & Wardle, 2005). However, while girls are more likely to engage
in behaviors to increase thinness, boys are more at risk than girls for engagement in activities to
increase muscle mass (Olivardia et al., 2004). One study found body image dissatisfaction in
adolescent males to predict pursuit of muscularity (Martin & Govender, 2011), which has been
verified through other findings as well (McCabe & Ricciardelli, 2004). Furthermore, feelings
that one’s own muscle development is a deviation from the ideal and placing importance on body
image have been shown to be associated with and at times longitudinally predict bulimia
symptoms, lower self-esteem, depression, and behaviors such as supplement use (Olivardia et al.,
2004; McCabe & Ricciardelli, 2004; McCabe & Ricciardelli, 2006). Further research needs to be
conducted to continue to explore these potential outcomes that males with low body esteem may
be more at risk for developing.

Traditional Victimization from Bullying
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The experience of victimization from bullying is one that affects a vast number of
students throughout development. An estimated 21 to 28 percent of middle school students and
14 to 23 percent of high school students report being victimized. (National Center of Education
Statistics, 2015). These numbers suggest that prevalence is a concern, but beyond this, there are
consequences of this victimization that are even more alarming. Longitudinally, research has
shown that after controlling for childhood and adolescent traits and environmental factors, being
bullied in youth is related to a number of negative outcomes in adulthood, including poor health,
financial problems, negative social relationships, anxiety, panic disorder, depression, and
suicidality (Copeland, Wolke, Angold, & Costello, 2013; Gladstone, Parker, & Malhi, 2006;
Wolke, Copeland, Angold, & Costello, 2013). These outcomes make the study of victimization
experiences in youth imperative to addressing the plethora of outcomes related to victimization
exposure.
While many researchers have studied the prevalence of victimization, the wide range of
answers to the question of frequency has largely been impacted by how the researchers defined
victimization in bullying. While definitions have varied, Olweus’ (1999) definition has been
generally accepted in the field as a common standard for conceptualizing the experience of
bullying. This definition highlights three main components of bullying: negative actions towards
another individual that include a power differential, repetition, and intent (Olweus, 1999). The
power differential refers to nature of the relationship between the victim and perpetrator. A
power differential exists between the two if the perpetrator has some type of status over the
victim and the victim feels that they are unable to defend themselves (Olweus, 1999). This can
include a variety of areas of status including age, physical prowess, social status, and

competence (Schumann, Craig, & Rosu, 2014; Vaillancourt, Hymel, & McDougall, 2003).
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Repetition is also important to the definition of bullying in that it requires the behavior to have a
frequency that is more than a singular incident (Olweus, 1999). Continual aggressive behavior
over a number of periods fulfills this portion of the definition of bullying. The final component is
intent. This is particularly important is delineating how bullying is directive and calculated,
unlike incidences that may be perceived negatively but were accidental (Olweus, 1999).
This definition helps elucidate what bullying can look like in a more objective way.
However, while certain situations may not fit this definition perfectly, they beget the question:
does it matter? For example, research suggests that damage can be just as severe with a singular
incident as when repeated due to findings that frequency is not as predictive of outcomes related
to bullying in comparison to power differential and intent (Malecki, Demaray, Coyle, Geosling,
Rueger, & Becker, 2015). A good example of this is cyberbullying. Because the permanency of
information on the Internet is quite significant, even if the event occurred online in one instance,
its effects can be long lasting because the incident remains present over time. For these reasons,
bullying is sometimes not studied using this definition. Cook and colleagues (2010) encountered
this in a meta-analysis where they included studies that merely referenced the word bullying in
their questions as well as studies that outlined a definition. Another study defined the experience
of being bullied as being the subject of “mockery, physical attacks, or threats by peers or
siblings” (Table 1, Copeland et al., 2013) while bullying itself was defined as “deliberate actions
aimed at causing distress to another or attempts to force another to do something against his/her
own will by using threats, violence, or intimidation” (Table 1, Copeland et al., 2013). These
definitions failed to address frequency and power differential, yet these components appear to be
crucial in truly capturing the full effect of bullying as research has shown that victimization

experiences that are merely peer aggression and lack these components are related to better

21

outcomes on daily functioning than those who report at least one of these components or, worse,
both (Ybarra, Espelage, & Mitchell, 2014). Furthermore, the role of intentionality and power
differential in bullying was found to explain significant variance in depression, self-esteem, and
anxiety scores above and beyond frequency alone (Malecki et al., 2015). These findings indicate
that while the definition of bullying remains to be consistent across studies, there is mounting
evidence supporting the Olweus definition of this construct.
Traditional Victimization Contributors
While current research has begun to elucidate the three primary factors needed to define
bullying and victimization accurately, the factors that contribute to the likelihood of a student
being a victim of bullying themselves is much wider-ranging and relatively unknown. One of the
biggest obstacles researchers face is identifying the intent of the bullying, which could help
clarify factors that put students at risk of being victimized. However, some research is beginning
to explore this, and findings are suggesting a few major themes. In particular, students who are
perceived as “different” are often targeted, and these differences can be based on a number of
factors. This can include race or ethnicity (Scherr & Larson, 2010), disability status (Rose,
2011), socioeconomic status (Due et al., 2009; Schumann et al., 2014), appearance (Janssen et
al., 2004; Lampard et al., 2014), sexual orientation (Berlan, Corliss, Field, Goodman, & Austin,
2010; Espelage, Aragon, Birkett, & Koenig, 2008), and other factors. In addition to being
“different,” students who appear to be easy targets due to higher internalizing problems or are
less accepted by peers are also at risk (Brendgen et al., 2013; Crawford & Manassis, 2011;
McLaughlin, Hatzenbuehler, & Hilt, 2009). A closer look at these factors helps illuminate
relevant areas of concern when examining victimization.

Disability Status. Students with disabilities are easy targets of victimization. Research
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has had a range of estimates, but numbers indicate that as many as 50 percent of students with
disabilities are victims of bullying in comparison to only 20 to 30 percent of their typically
developing peers (Rose, 2011). There are a number of reasons why this may be occurring,
including how students with disabilities may appear psychologically, cognitively, or physically
different to typically developing youth, the lack of opportunities to engage with typically
developing peers, and skill deficits that make them more prone to being victimized (Rose,
Espelage, & Monda- Amaya, 2009; Rose, 2011; Sweeting & West, 2001).
One study helped outline the associations between disability type and victimization status
quite explicitly, which illuminates how these factors directly impact students with disabilities
differently. Blake and colleagues (2012) examined longitudinal data in a nationally
representative sample of students in special education in elementary and middle school. They
found that students under the disability labels of “emotional disturbance” or “other health
impairment” (often used in the identification of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder) were
bullied at significantly higher rates than the average prevalence rate across all disability
categories. In regards to frequency, students under “autism” or “orthopedic impairment” were
significantly more at-risk for being victimized repeatedly and across school levels (Blake, Lund,
Zhou, Kwok, & Benz, 2012). Other research has endorsed these findings and also identified
students under “intellectual disability” as at heightened risk for victimization relative to all
students with disabilities (Rose, Simpson, & Moss, 2015). These findings support some of the
notions of why students are targeted- lack of social skills that are frequently evident in students
with ED and autism (Kauffman, 2005; White, Keonig, & Scahill, 2007), lack of awareness of the
victimization that is frequent in students who lack social skills and awareness (Crawford &

Manassis, 2011), being an easy target such as students experiencing internalizing difficulties
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such as depression and anxiety (Brendgan et al., 2013; Malecki et al., 2015; McLaughlin et al.,
2009), and appearing different such as those students that may have psychologically, cognitively,
or physically salient disabilities (Blake et al., 2012; Dawkins, 1996; Sweeting & West, 2001).
One factor that can influence this increased victimization for students with disabilities is
the level of inclusion. Research has shown that students with disabilities who are included in the
general education setting report fewer victimization experiences than their disability matched
peers who are in more restricted settings (O’Moore & Hillery, 1989; Whitney, Smith, &
Thompson, 1994). One explanation for this is the opportunity for social skill development
provided to the included students. Inclusion provides an opportunity to have peer models who
exhibit appropriate behavior and general social norms for students who may struggle with
identifying and practicing appropriate behaviors, which is supported by evidence that students
with disabilities in inclusive settings engage in less fighting and bullying perpetration behaviors
(Rose et al., 2009).
Socioeconomic Status. Socioeconomic status (SES) is another factor that puts students at
risk for being bullied. The literature shows that students coming with low SES are more likely to
be victims or bully-victims than those students of high SES (Due et al., 2009; Tippett & Wolke,
2014). There are a number of reasons why this association may exist, but a few posited
explanations include the differential access to resources SES provides and the role of contextual
factors within a school. In regard to resources, students of lower SES are at heightened risk for a
number of difficulties that can contribute to victimization due to a lack of resources including
health problems such as obesity due to limited nutrition and health care access, academic
difficulties such as poorer cognitive performance due to limited access to enriched learning

environments, and social-emotional difficulties such as conduct problems due to heightened
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environmental exposure risk (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002; Schumann et al., 2014).
Another factor that influences this heightened risk is the socioeconomic hierarchies in
place within both the school on a micro level and the nation on a macro level. A study examining
the relation between SES and victimization status across 33 countries found that the larger the
discrepancies in wealth at both the school and national level, the stronger the association
between low SES and increased victimization (Due et al., 2009), which has been supported by
other research findings that suggest power differentials including income within a community are
related to worsened victimization outcomes (Schumann et al., 2014). However, some research is
suggesting that neighborhood SES may have these effects regardless of the individual child’s
SES factors from the family, suggesting the connections between these constructs may be even
more complex than originally thought (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002). Regardless, it is clear that
SES plays a role in the victimization experiences of youth.
Race and Ethnicity. Students may also be at-risk for victimization due to their racial and
ethnic identity. While some research has tended to focus on specific identities and that
population’s reported prevalence of victimization, context plays a crucial role. Social psychology
reports that group affiliations can lead to victimization and ostracism of those in the rejected
group (Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks, 1999). This would suggest that students who are of the
racial or ethnic minority in relation to the school context are more likely to be victimized than
the majority-identifying peers. However, some research suggests this effect is more prevalent
when White students are a minority within the school rather than African American or Hispanic
students (Hanish & Guerra, 2000). Even more interesting, a study by Bellmore, Witkow,
Graham, and Juvonen, (2004) found that when looking at specific classrooms in a very diverse

school, victimized students who were part of the majority had worse outcomes in regards to
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loneliness and social anxiety, which was attributed to the fact that students who are not part of
the majority may make attributions for the victimization outside of the self, unlike the majority
students. In contrast, some recent research has contradicted these findings. A study large-scale
study of approximately 4,500 sixth graders found that the relation between victimization and
wellbeing was not moderated by individual ethnicity or school ethnicity demographics (Mehari
& Farrell, 2015). This suggests that these relations between victimization and ethnicity and racial
identity are complex and still relatively misunderstood.
To further convolute current findings, the connections between these social identities and
victimization are more complex than just race or ethnicity. This targeting related to race or
ethnicity can often be enmeshed with targeting individuals based on their immigration status.
Studies have supported the notion that first generation immigrant adolescents report higher levels
of victimization than their non-immigrant peers (Flores & Clares-López, 2014; Maynard,
Vaughn, Salas-Wright, & Vaughn, 2016). Interestingly, one study conducted in the United States
found the Latino/a American youth’s likelihood of victimization increased with their immigrantgenerational status such that later generations who were presumably more assimilated were more
victimized while Asian American youth saw the opposite trend: the longer their family had been
in the United States generationally, the lesser their likelihood of being victimized (Peguero,
2009). For these reasons, immigration status, race, and ethnicity are all relevant to victimization
risk.
Protective Factors. There are a number of protective factors that can bolster student
outcomes when examining victimization (Lenzi, Furlong, Dowdy, Sharkey, Gini, & Altoè,
2015). Social support is one area that has been shown to be beneficial. A study using a sample of

adolescents girls found that family connectedness and having peer connections that were based
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in prosociality were protective (Shlafer, McMorris, Sieving, & Gower, 2013), with other
research also establishing these associations of social support from various sources and
victimization in boys (Davidson & Demaray, 2007). When examining peer support, findings
have noted the quality of a friendship is particularly predictive of victimization outcomes and
identified high levels of trust and affection as crucially important to this quality factor
(Goldbaum, Craig, Pepler, & Connolly, 2003; Kendrick, Jutengren, & Stattin, 2012). These
friendships are posited to be protective because they not only provide incentive to engage in
defending behaviors on behalf of close friends, but they also buffer against engagement in
antisocial behaviors against peers (Goldbaum et al., 2003; Shlafer et al., 2013). Furthermore, for
students who exhibit more internalizing or externalizing behaviors that can put them at risk for
being bullied, it has been shown that they are protected when they have at least one mutual best
friend (Hodges, Boivin, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 1999). In regards to parents, some interesting
findings have suggested that parental monitoring can actually increase the likelihood of
victimization while parental criticism is protective (Boel-Studt & Renner, 2013). These findings
suggest that the role of parents in protecting against victimization is complex and warrants
further exploration.
Students who show greater social competence and self-regulation skills have also been
shown to have positive outcomes when examining victimization (Goldbaum et al., 2003; Jenkins,
Demaray, Fredrick, & Summers, 2014; McLaughlin et al., 2009). Specifically, skills such as
cooperation and assertion are negatively associated with victimization and positively associated
with more useful behaviors in bullying situations such as defending (Jenkins et al., 2014). Along
with this, students with strong emotion regulation are also less likely to be victimized. In

particular, students who do not have internalizing difficulties such as anxiety or withdrawal
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and externalizing problems such as aggression are less likely to become victims of bullying
(Goldbaum et al., 2003). This corroborates findings that self-regulation is negatively associated
with reports of victimization (Jenkins et al., 2014). These areas of competence help students not
only cope with victimization situations in an appropriate way, but they also put them at less risk
of becoming an easy target, thus protecting them from victimization and the negative outcomes
associated with that experience. Furthermore, looking at the asset domains belief-in-self, beliefin-others, emotional competence, and engaged living, one study found that not only are all of
these domains protective, but students’ likelihood of being victimized continues to decrease
when quantity and variety of assets increases, indicating the effect of protective factors is
cumulative in nature (Lenzi et al., 2015). For these reasons, maximizing these factors can help
mitigate the issues that arise from the experience of victimization.
The Role of Gender
Victimization is an experience that affects nearly all children in some capacity, whether it
be through the personal experience of being victimized, engaging in the perpetration, defending
against the perpetrator, or even just observing the victimization (Demaray, Summers, Jenkins, &
Becker, 2014). National data indicate that about 20 percent of boys and 24 percent of girls report
being victimized (National Center of Education Statistics, 2015), suggesting that the experience
of being bullied happens at fairly similar rates (Copeland et al., 2013). Furthermore, some
experiences related to victimization, including outcomes and types (Craig, 1998; Malecki et al.,
2015; Seals & Young, 2003), seem to be similar across gender.
One outcome that seems to be consistently associated with victimization experiences
across males and females is anxiety. One study found victim status alone to be predictive of

anxiety disorders, generalized anxiety disorder, panic disorder, and agoraphobia across boys
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and girls (Copeland et al., 2013), which has been supported by other research examining anxiety
outcomes and finding similar effects (Craig, 1998; Malecki et al., 2015). Research has also
implicated depression and lowered self-esteem as outcomes associated with being bullied in boys
and girls (Malecki et al., 2015; Seals & Young, 2003), as well as relational victimization being
associated with lower body esteem in both males and females (Lereya, Eryigit-Madzwamuse,
Patra, Smith, & Wolke, 2014). However, the relation between depression and victimization has
not always been supported (Craig, 1998), which may be due to findings that across gender, if
students see their peers being victimized frequently at levels comparable to themselves, their
likelihood of experiencing depression decreases in comparison to those individuals who are
victimized at levels much higher than their peers (Brendgen et al., 2013). Perhaps being able to
share in the experience of being a victim can be helpful to boys and girls who experience
bullying. Overall, though, these findings all corroborate the research that victimization
experiences, in particular, relational and reputational victimization, predict decreased levels of
emotional regulation which in turn predicts internalizing difficulties in both genders
(McLaughlin et al., 2009). In essence, these experiences of bullying can be damaging,
particularly when they are psychosocial in nature, and this can lead to internal struggles.
However, there are experiences within victimization that are more frequent in males and
females alone, and because research has shown that males and females perceive similar levels of
frequency and power differential in bullying (Malecki et al., 2015), we can consider these
differences that do arise in the literature as potentially true differences of victimization, not just
differences in perception. Not only can these experiences differ between boys and girls, but there
are also outcomes tied to these experiences that are often seen specifically in one gender. A

thorough look at the interaction between gender and victimization is thus necessary to
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completely understand the complexity of this construct.
Females. There are some factors that are unique to females in the victimization
experience. For example, girls report higher levels of perceived intentionality in victimization
experiences (Malecki et al., 2015), which means that they perceive more experiences of peer
conflict as purposeful, which is important as this is one of the main defining features of the
definition of bullying. This could suggest that girls would report higher levels of victimization
across all types, but that is not the case, as girls are more likely to report being psychologically
victimized, while boys report more physical victimization (Boel-Studt & Renner, 2013). Another
unique finding related to gender in one study was that, while parental monitoring was predictive
of psychological victimization in both genders, it was more so in girls than boys (Boel-Studt &
Renner, 2013). An additional interesting finding is that girls who report lower levels of
victimization report greater empathy than girls with high victimization exposure, an effect not
seen in boys (Jenkins et al., 2014). It may be that the experience of victimization is more
detrimental in empathy development in girls than boys, or that girls are targeted who lack in
empathy more than boys who do not show empathic behavior.
Males. In general, males are more likely to be involved in bullying than females, thus
putting them at heightened risk for all of the outcomes associated with bullying involvement
(Seals & Young, 2003). Some unique findings include that involvement in the bullying situation
is moderately associated with body dissatisfaction in males (Leone et al., 2011), and males are
also more likely to engage in heightened levels of aggressive behavior when being victimized if
their peers are also receiving this type of treatment (Brendgen et al., 2013). In essence, while
girls who have peers sharing this experience are less likely to experience depression, boys will be

more likely to engage in problematic externalizing through the form of aggression. While these

30

findings are limited, they begin to explain how gender can be an important consideration in
understanding victimization.
Appearance-Based Victimization from Bullying
While traditional victimization is relevant to nearly all children and adolescents in some
capacity, a subtype of this victimization that has close ties to body esteem and is equally
prevalent is appearance-based victimization. A large-scale study using a sample across 25
schools and 12 states with students from 5th to 12th grade found that 22 percent of the students
were victimized at least two times a month (Davis & Nixon, 2010). Of these students, 55 percent
reported being targeted based on their looks while 37 percent also reported being targeted based
on body shape (Davis & Nixon, 2010). This means that approximately ten percent of students at
a minimum were bullied because of their appearance, a number that was higher than any other
targeted areas such as race, sexual orientation, religion, family income, and disability. These
findings are corroborated by another study that found that being overweight, along with sexual
orientation, was the primary reason for victimization and was observed by students from 76 to 81
percent of the time (Puhl, R. M., Luedicke, J., Heuer, C., 2011; Taylor, 2011). These findings, as
well as others observing similar trends (Lampard et al., 2014), verify the importance of studying
this type of victimization more thoroughly.
Appearance-based victimization is not explicitly defined in the literature. Oftentimes the
research only focuses on weight-based victimization (Fox & Farrow, 2009; Lampard et al., 2014;
Puhl et al., 2011) and thus, much of the literature is limited to this area of appearance. However,
it can be understood as victimization that targets an individual based on any aspect of their
physical appearance in addition to weight. The targeted areas of appearance could be wide-

ranging and are constructed around what is considered normative or socially desirable in
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appearance (Taylor, 2011). Furthermore, students may engage in appearance-based bullying
because it provides a way of creating a social hierarchy, one in which the perpetrator gains social
status by identifying the victim as deviant or “other” due to their appearance (Taylor, 2011). By
using this strategy of improving social status, the victim is pushed down the social hierarchy by
being targeted on a factor that makes them unique and different from what is expected or desired,
which is a common phenomenon across the other common targets for victimization (e.g.,
disability, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity); (D'Augelli et al., 2002; Hanish & Guerra, 2000;
Rose, 2011). While some research has not found for support specifically for this concept of
deviance in identity causing students to be targeted (Olweus, 1978), the literature suggests that
those who are at the very least different from the social ideal or are a minority (and thus, more
unique) in some capacity within the school are more at risk for being victimized (D'Augelli et al.,
2002; Due et al., 2009; Hanish & Guerra, 2000; Rose, 2011; Young & Sweeting, 2004).
Therefore, appearance-based victimization can be conceptualized as any area of physical
appearance that may be targeted during experiences of victimization, with these areas of target at
times being targeted due to their deviance from the expected or desired norm. With that said,
there are a number of factors that contribute to the emergence of appearance-based victimization,
and a clear look as these factors helps clarify the construct further.
Appearance-Based Victimization Contributors
There are a variety of reasons why a student may be bullied based on appearance.
Although some of the reasons discussed previously that focused on traditional victimization
factors can also be relevant to appearance (e.g., race/ethnicity, disability status), this section will
focus on a few of those areas of appearance that are particularly unique to appearance alone and

not another identity status. However, it is recognized that these factors may overlap and
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interact when discussing the case of appearance-based victimization. In addition, there are a
number of areas that can be targeted, including height, body build, skin tone, clothing, hair, and
more. However, the factors discussed below are primarily the only ones with a fair amount of
literature exploring these components of appearance in victimization: weight, pubertal
development, and skin changes (Brixval et al., 2012).
Weight. An individual’s weight status has been the most studied of all the factors related
to appearance-based victimization (Ata et al., 2007; Brixval et al., 2012; Fox & Farrow, 2009;
Lampard et al., 2014). Research has not examined this type of victimization thoroughly.
However, research indicates that those who may be considered overweight or obese are more
likely to be victimized (Brixval et al., 2012; Lampard et al., 2014; Puhl et al., 2011).
Furthermore, sometimes tangible weight may not be the primary factor of targeting, as some girls
have reported being victimized based on their weight even when they are not overweight
according to medically based standards (Taylor, 2011). However, these findings may be unique
to girls because other research has suggested normal weight peers are targeted significantly less
than overweight or obese peers (Brixval et al., 2012; Haynie & Piquero, 2006; Magin et al.,
2008). To expand these findings, another study found that the relation between weight status and
being victimized through verbal bullying was fully mediated by global self-worth while body
esteem and body dissatisfaction mediated the association between weight status and physical
bullying (Fox & Farrow, 2009). These relations were seen in overweight and obese adolescents
rather than normal weight adolescents, suggesting weight status and internalizing difficulties
conjointly play an important role in appearance-based victimization.

Pubertal Development. A student’s overall build may also contribute to their
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likelihood of being targeted in appearance-based victimization. This relies heavily on pubertal
development, but as discussed previously, the timing of puberty can play a large role in how a
student may experience victimization, particularly victimization that may be appearance-based in
nature (Haynie & Piquero, 2006; Taylor, 2011). Specifically, research has suggested girls who
are early developers experience more victimization while girls who are late developers
experience less victimization (Haynie & Piquero, 2006). In regards to boys, some research has
proposed that boys that mature early are less likely to be victimized than late maturing boys
(Jormanainen, Fröjd, Marttunen, & Kaltiala-Heino, 2014). However, recent research is emerging
indicating that early maturation puts boys even more at risk for victimization than early maturing
girls (Haynie & Piquero, 2006). These findings are contradictory in many ways and warrant
further investigation, but they illustrate how this physical change that affects appearance can also
be tied to heightened victimization that is presumably appearance-based in nature due to its
emergence during this time of changing appearance.
Skin Changes. Skin changes are a common experience in adolescence that may put
students at risk for appearance-based victimization (Feragen & Stock, 2016; Magin, 2013; Magin
et al., 2008). One study found that in a sample of adolescent dermatology patients for a variety of
skin problems including acne and eczema, the adolescents were consistently teased based on
their skin appearance which was related to low self-esteem and self-image (Magin et al., 2008).
While this research has indicated that skin problems can put students at risk for appearancerelated victimization, another study using a sample of 10 to 16 year olds with a cleft palate found
no difference in reports of bullying in students with visible versus non-visible facial differences
(Feragen & Stock, 2016). This study did not examine appearance-based victimization

specifically, but the lack of significant differences suggests that this type of physical difference
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related to skin is not an area of heightened risk (Feragen & Stock, 2016). Further research must
be conducted to understand the larger role of other areas of physical appearance and how they
may be linked to targeted experiences of appearance-based victimization.
The Role of Gender in Outcomes
While much of the research has focused on females due to a greater interest in female
body image, appearance-based victimization affects both males and females, with reports
indicating that females are more victimized based on these factors than males, although
appearance still seems to be the most targeted in victimization of all potential areas across gender
(Davis & Nixon, 2010; Lampard et al., 2014). Appearance-related teasing during physical
activity has been significantly associated with self-objectification, self-surveillance, body shame,
and appearance anxiety in both boys and girls (Slater & Tiggemann, 2011). Weight-based
teasing has been associated with anxiety, psychological distress, and disordered eating in both
genders (Goldfield et al., 2010), and is predictive of decreased self-esteem and body image, and
increased depressive symptoms five years later (Eisenberg, Neumark-Sztainer, Haines, & Wall,
2006).
Much of this research indicates that the outcomes are very similar across gender for
appearance-based victimization. However, both genders have unique attributes that are
considered ideal (Lampard et al., 2014), and thus, when appearance does not align with that
ideal, they are at increased risk for victimization based on these differences. Because of this,
appearance-based victimization must be explored by gender to accurately depict the complexity
of this experience. Research has indicated that girls are targeted more based on their appearance
than boys, while both boys and girls are the perpetrators in these victimization situations

(Eisenberg et al., 2006; Goldfield et al., 2010; Slater & Tiggemann, 2011; Taylor, 2011).
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Furthermore, girls are targeted based on weight regardless of whether or not their weight would
be classified as a healthy or unhealthy weight (Taylor, 2011), which may be attributed to females
being held more accountable to a thin ideal than males. In a study only examining adolescent
girls, it was found that weight-based teasing was a significant predictor of the internalization of
physical appearance ideals and the use of social comparison, which in turn predicted body
dissatisfaction and weight and shape concerns (Rodgers et al., 2014). These feelings of body
dissatisfaction and concerns were then related to subsequent bulimic behaviors and dietary
restraint (Rodgers et al., 2014). This is supported by other research indicating that weight-related
teasing in girls is significantly related with lower self-esteem and heightened body fat
dissatisfaction (Lampard et al., 2014). In boys, reports of appearance-based victimization have
been lower but still notable, as some research has indicated upwards of 20 percent of boys
experiencing this type of victimization (Goldfield et al., 2010). However, this still is less than
girls. For example, one study found that boys experienced lower rates of teasing related to their
looks when participating in physical activities in comparison to girls (Slater & Tiggemann,
2011). Regardless of the differences in prevalence, appearance-based victimization can still be
damaging and has been linked to depression and body image dissatisfaction in boys (Lampard et
al., 2014; Leone et al., 2011).
Engagement
School engagement is an extremely critical component to student success in the
classroom. (Klem & Connell, 2004). Varying levels of engagement have been linked to a number
of outcomes that can have long-term impact, including school dropout, academic achievement,
life satisfaction, resilience, and affect (Archambault, Janosz, Morizot, & Pagani, 2009; Awang-

Hashim, Kaur, & Noman, 2015; Finn, 1993; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Wang,
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Chow, Hofkens, & Salmela-Aro, 2015). However, engagement remains an area of concern for
many schools (Fredricks et al., 2004). For example, one large scale study found that 31 percent
of middle school students and 35 percent of elementary students reported levels of school
engagement that were at risk while only 14 percent of middle school students and 27 percent of
elementary students indicated optimal levels of engagement (Klem & Connell, 2004). These
figures indicate that engagement is a significant concern for schools to address to prevent
negative outcomes for adolescents, and a thorough understanding of the complexity of this
construct is necessary to address this issue.
Engagement has been defined a variety of ways in the literature, and in general, it is seen
as a “meta construct” that encapsulates a number of both observable and unobservable behaviors
(Fredricks et al., 2004; Fredricks, Filsecker, & Lawson, 2016). However, the most well
established definition is that of engagement that is comprised of three dimensions: behavioral
engagement, emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Fredricks
et al., 2016; Jimerson, Campos, & Greif, 2003). Behavioral engagement refers to typically
perceptible behaviors within the school setting. This includes participation in a variety of schoolbased activities, including both academic and extracurricular activities (Fredricks et al., 2004;
Jimerson et al., 2003). It has even been more explicitly broken down into three dimensions
including positive conduct, active involvement in learning through behaviors such as being
attentive, and participation in school-based activities that are independent of academics such as
sports (Finn, Pannozzo, & Voelkl, 1995; Fredricks et al., 2004).
Emotional engagement is comprised of students’ feelings towards school, academics,
school staff, teachers, and peers (Frederick et al., 2004), and involves feelings of belonging and

investment in the school community. Emotional engagement has been less explored
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systematically than behavioral engagement, and thus, is less defined by subcomponents or
defining parameters; however, it is often related to ideas discussed in research such as values and
on motivation related to affect in the school setting (Fredricks et al., 2004), suggesting the
subcomponents of these more defined constructs may implicate parameters relevant to emotional
engagement.
Finally, cognitive engagement involves a more intellectual level of engagement in that it
includes introspection and the disposition to engage in these academic activities for the purpose
of reaching mastery of skill and understanding, going much beyond the typical extrinsic
motivations of getting good grades (Fredricks et al., 2004). Definitions have generally identified
two core elements of cognitive engagement- an intrinsic investment in acquiring knowledge and
the use of strategies and problem solving to enhance skill mastery (Fredricks et al., 2004). As
noted, a sector of the engagement research has examined these three components of engagement
as separate constructs themselves (Fredricks et al., 2004), thus breaking them down into even
more components that fall within the behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement types
themselves. However, these intricate definitions can sometimes create a separatist view of
engagement. By conceptualizing behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement under their
broader definitions, one is enabled to grasp an unconvoluted representation of the overall
defining core components of engagement.
Engagement Contributors
Because engagement itself is a widely encompassing concept with affective, behavioral,
and cognitive components that, while related, offer unique information to the overall construct of
engagement, there are also a wide number of factors that affect engagement. While it may seem

simple to attribute the majority of engagement levels to school-based factors such as

38

environment (Wang & Eccles, 2013) and teaching (Ryan & Patrick, 2001), other factors are also
relevant to the study for engagement. Not only do parents (Marks, 2000) and peers (FernandezZabala, Goni, Camino, & Zulaika, 2015) play a role, but so do individual factors related to the
student (Awang-Hashim et al., 2015). Furthermore, there are a number of factors that can protect
against the loss of engagement or the negative outcomes associated with decreased engagement.
An exploration these factors provides a clearer picture of how broadly engagement is impacted.
School Factors. A number of school factors have been tied to the development of
engagement in schools. In particular, having a high level of school structure and routine has been
noted to be important for both behavioral and emotional engagement (Wang & Eccles, 2013).
Classroom environment also is pertinent. Providing choices for students in the classroom has
been linked to higher behavioral and emotional engagement while making curriculum and
instruction relevant to students is significantly associated with both emotional and cognitive
engagement (Marks, 2000; Wang & Eccles, 2013). However, some of these factors have
differential effects on students. For example, provision of choice is associated with optimal
levels of behavioral engagement for high achievers, but this effect is not evident with low
achievers (Wang & Eccles, 2013). Other research examining two subcomponents of classroom
environmental complexity found environmental support, characterized by supported motivation,
performance feedback, positive relationships, physical activity, and interactive and transactional
learning, to be predictive of academic engagement while environment challenge, characterized
by concept and language development, activity importance, task complexity, assessment and
expectations, and clear goals, to not be predictive of engagement (Shernoff et al., 2016).
Together, these findings showcase the plethora of school environmental variables that can be

capitalized on, or altered, in order the promote engagement.
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Another school factor that promotes engagement is having effective leadership.
Specifically, transformational leadership within a school system is associated with greater
behavioral and emotional engagement due to its part in improving a school’s organization
structure (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). This model of leadership capitalizes on a variety of
practices such as creating a school vision and identifying goals, offering healthy intellectual
challenges, providing individual support, using professional and ethical practices, maintaining
high expectations, and creating structure for staff participation in decision-making (Leithwood &
Jantzi, 2000). While these practices may not have a direct relation to heightening engagement,
their indirect effect through organizational structure makes this type of leadership useful for
providing students the optimal environment to build engaged learning upon. Tis leadership
model is similar to other findings. A study examining school participation in restructuring
practices found that moving to a communal organizational model that emphasized more
cooperative learning experiences, team-teaching, and mixed grouping of students (rather than a
bureaucratic model that was more rigid) was predictive of greater engagement and achievement
from middle school to high school (Lee & Smith, 1995). Not only were engagement and
achievement positively impacted by these changes, but they were more equitably represented
across students (Lee & Smith, 1995). In this study, these benefits were also seen in smaller
schools sizes, a finding that has been noted elsewhere (Fullarton, 2002). These results indicate
that smaller learning groups and environments that are more personalized and team-oriented can
boost engagement and academic achievement.
Teacher Factors. The role of teacher support in student engagement has been well
established (Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015; Klem & Connell, 2004; Ryan & Patrick, 2001; Wang

& Eccles, 2013). One study found the role of teachers to be quite substantial. More so than
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parents and peers, teacher support was been found to be the greatest correlate of school
engagement; analyses indicated teacher support, then parent support, followed by peer support
were all significant predictors of all three types of engagement (Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015).
Another study found that emotional support provided by teachers was linked to both heightened
behavioral and emotional engagement (Wang & Eccles, 2013). To bolster these findings, a study
examining middle school students found that, when looking at both student and teacher reports
of engagement, students with high levels of teacher support were two to three times more likely
to have high levels of engagement and about 45 percent to 75 percent less likely to be
disengaged (Klem & Connell, 2004). Contrast this with students reporting low levels of teacher
support, who are about 30 percent to 70 percent less likely to be engaged in school and 35
percent to 70 percent more likely to be disengaged in school (Klem & Connell, 2004).
Interestingly, this connection between teacher support and engagement may be bidirectional. For
example, students with low levels of behavioral engagement or who exhibit disengagement may
be treated differently by teachers in ways that, over time, depresses their motivation and
potentially even engagement (Skinner & Belmont, 1993). In contrast, students who show
negative affect related to school in emotional engagement are more likely to receive greater
autonomy support from teachers while those who show more behavioral engagement also receive
more positive attention and support from the teachers (Skinner & Belmont, 1993). These
findings make a clear case for the importance of teacher support in strengthening student
engagement across all domains while remaining aware that student engagement behavior can
also have implications on the levels of support a teacher may choose to provide.
Teacher support and promoting goals that are not performance based also predicts student

behavior such that with these factors in place, they are more likely to show engaged rather than
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disruptive behavior (Ryan & Patrick, 2001). In addition, student’s perceptions of classroom
structure provided by the teacher are predictive of subsequent behavioral engagement while
teacher involvement in the classroom is predictive of subsequent emotional engagement (Skinner
& Belmont, 1993). Other research shows that teachers help promote varying levels of perceived
control to students that thus impacts their engagement and subsequently their achievement
(Skinner, Wellborn, & Connell, 1990). The implication of this finding is that teachers are key
players who can promote an internal locus of control is thus important to improving student
engagement. More broadly, these studies finding highlights that teacher practices can greatly
impact student engagement.
Peer Factors. While teacher support is critical for engaging students, peer support also
plays a role. Peer emotional support has been significantly associated with all three types of
engagement (Awang-Hashim et al., 2015; Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015; Wang & Eccles, 2013).
Furthermore, having friends who themselves display high levels of engagement has been shown
to protect students against falling into more problematic engagement trajectories overtime that
are linked to worse academic outcomes (Janosz, Archambault, Morizot, & Pagani, 2008), which
is consistent with research showing that having friends who engage in problem behaviors is
related to lower levels of school engagement (Simons-Morton & Chen, 2009). It is posited that
part of this relation between peers and student engagement may be explained through an indirect
effect. More specifically, the provision of positive peer support may improve self-concept, which
then improves school engagement (Rodríguez-Fernández, Ramos-Díaz, Fernández-Zabala, Goñi,
Esnaola, & Goñi 2016). Using peers as sources of support as well as models of optimal
engagement can help students enhance their engagement in the classroom.

Parental Factors. Interestingly, findings have been mixed in implicating the role of
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parents in supporting engagement in the school setting. For example, some research has shown
that neither parental school support nor maternal education was related to engagement
trajectories (Janosz et al., 2008). However, other research has found parental support to be a
significant predictor of engagement (Marks, 2000), with some findings indicating this
significance is at a level that is greater than even peers, second only to teachers, and supports all
three types of engagement (Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015). Some of these inconsistent findings
may be explained by research that suggests that the relation between parent support and school
engagement is mediated by self-concept (Rodríguez-Fernández et al., 2016). If this is the case,
that it can be inferred that there is a relation between parent support and engagement, but this
relation is indirect and more complex than may be explained by the current research.
In addition to parental support, family educational culture has been shown to have strong
links with both behavioral and emotional student engagement (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). This
culture is described as a multidimensional representation of a family’s approach to education,
including work ethic, academic support, abstract thinking, parent expectations, provision of
necessary resources, and home work setting and has been shown to have strong associations with
both behavioral and emotional student engagement (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000). SES has been
implicated in these findings, and other research has tied lower family SES to lower engagement
outcomes (Li & Lerner, 2011; Marks, 2000; Simons-Morton & Chen, 2009).
One final area of importance is parenting style. While minimal research has been done in
this area, findings have been promising in implicating authoritative parenting, a style that
emphasizes high warmth and control, in positive engagement outcomes. In particular,
authoritative parenting practices have been linked longitudinally to increased school engagement

(Simons-Morton & Chen, 2009; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992).
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Collectively, the research on parental factors and engagement indicates that the home
environment and role of parents is highly valuable in explaining student school engagement,
although more is needed to fully explain how these findings may also be impacted by cultural
differences related to home and parent values and practices.
Individual Differences. While relationships with key individuals such as teachers, peers,
and parents can have an impact on levels of engagement for students, there are other important
factors that primarily involve the adolescent themselves. Life satisfaction reported by the student
has a direct association with engagement that is partially mediated by purpose in life and affect
(Awang-Hashim et al., 2015). Interestingly, cognitive engagement, a more elusive and lessunderstood domain of engagement, has been found to be highly correlated with purpose in life
and resilience, indicating that these internal factors may be particularly important for this
intrinsic type of engagement (Awang-Hashim et al., 2015). Furthermore, other research has
found that motivational beliefs, including academic self-concept and subjective task value,
partially mediated the association between a variety of factors related to the school, teachers, and
peers and the three different types of engagement (Wang & Eccles, 2013). This illustrates that
these other, internal differences partially explain development of engagement.
Protective Factors. There are a number of things that can aid in a student maintaining or
developing optimal levels of school engagement. Many of these have been addressed, including
the positive impact of support from teachers, parents, and peers (Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015;
Janosz et al., 2008; Wang & Eccles, 2013). Another more distinctive protective factor deals with
perfectionism. While having perfectionistic tendencies can be problematic at times, displaying
the component of perfectionism involving personally-held high standards can be beneficial and

even protective in that is related to higher levels of emotional and behavioral engagement for
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students (Shim, Rubenstein, & Drapeau, 2016). In addition to this, having a positive affect and
high levels of life satisfaction may buffer students from experiencing the common decrease in
engagement that typically occurs during adolescence (Awang-Hashim et al., 2015). Building on
these areas of strength can help bolster not only engagement, but also the positive outcomes that
come along with higher student investment and involvement.
Related Outcomes and Gender
There are a number of outcomes related to engagement that can have long-lasting
implications on students, including academic achievement, internalizing problems, externalizing
difficulties, and more (Klem & Connell, 2004; Lawson & Masyn, 2015; Li & Lerner, 2011;
Simons-Morton & Chen, 2009). While these outcomes are typically seen across gender, there are
some differences seen in the engagement literature that warrant a closer look to understand this
construct more thoroughly.
Outcomes. School dropout is one such outcome that is commonly linked to lack of
engagement. Decreases in school engagement predicted dropout for students above and beyond
school, family, and demographic factors, with the worst outcomes being observed for those who
began showing these low engagement behaviors at the age of 12 (Archambault et al., 2009)
Furthermore, lacking academic identification has been linked to some of the worst academic
outcomes with one study findings that these students had the greatest likelihood of having their
educational career end by high school (46% of these students), not complete high school on time
(18% of these students), or drop out of school and not pursue a GED (10% of these students)
(Lawson & Masyn, 2015). In addition, students who experienced ambivalence in their
engagement levels in school also had negative outcomes with over a third of these students not

completing high school on time or expanding their education career beyond high school
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(Lawson & Masyn, 2015). Contrasting this, students who showed academic investment or
initiative in their engagement styles had much lower risks of dropping out without a GED (less
than six percent of students), not graduating high school on time (less than 10 percent of
students), or not expanding their education beyond high school (less than 25 percent of students)
while they were also much more likely to enroll in four-year post-secondary institution to further
their education (Lawson & Masyn, 2015).
Another positive outcome related to engagement is that way students orient to academic
challenges. Behavioral engagement has been found to be positively associated with mastery goal
orientation rather than performance while mastery avoidance goals have been negatively
associated with emotional engagement (Mih, Mih, & Dragoş, 2015). In essence, this means that
students with these having these higher levels of engagement is related to approaching tasks with
the goal of actual learning and mastery of skills rather than just performing to “make the grade.”
In contrast, this study found that avoidance goals were generally related to decreased
engagement in mastery goal orientation and increased avoidance of tasks, subsequently was
related to poorer academic adjustment (Mih et al., 2015). This association was the very opposite
for individuals who had an approach orientation to academic tasks (Mih et al., 2015), meaning
this method of actively taking on academic challenge, a potential consequence of being more
engaged, enhances overall academic adjustment for students (Mih et al., 2015). Other measures
of academic achievement, such as GPA, are positively correlated with levels of engagement
(Lawson & Masyn, 2015), indicating that both internal learning orientation and external learning
outcomes may be positively impacted by high levels of engagement.

High levels of engagement have also been linked to greater achievement through math
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and reading (Klem & Connell, 2004). In particular, one study using student performance index
including cutoffs of being in the 70th percentile or higher in reading or math and high attendance
rates found that those students who had high levels of engagement were more than twice as
likely to meet this optimal level requirement, much different from the 83 percent likelihood of
being at risk when compared to this index for students who reported low levels of engagement
(Klem & Connell, 2004). Other research found academically engaged time to have a medium
sized effect on mathematics science achievement, an effect that was stronger than motivation or
attitudes held towards the subjects (Singh, Granville, & Dika, 2002). This is support by other
research showing that changes over time in engagement, particularly those that show overall
trends of decreasing, are associated with poorer academic performance in both mathematic,
language, and overall grades (Janosz et al., 2008; Li & Lerner, 2011).
Engagement has also been linked to a variety of social-emotional and behavioral
outcomes. In regards to social-emotional outcomes, decreases in emotional engagement and
behavioral engagement longitudinally predict increases in depressive symptoms (Li & Lerner,
2011; Wang et al., 2015), which is similarly paralleled by findings that psychological
engagement is highly correlated with school life satisfaction (Awang-Hashim et al., 2015).
Moreover, behavioral and cognitive engagement is positively associated with social competence,
which has been attributed to the idea that students who are more engaged in the classroom are
then able to display more appropriate interactive behaviors with peers, particularly in peer
learning activities (Baroody, Rimm-Kaufman, Larsen, & Curby, 2016).
When considering externalizing, increased behavioral engagement is related to a
decreased likelihood in being involved in a gang while all three types of engagement have been

negatively associated with delinquency (Ang, Huan, Chan, Cheong, & Leaw, 2015). This
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corroborates research indicating that decreases in behavioral and emotional engagement over
time are linked to greater delinquency and conduct problems (Li & Lerner, 2011; SimonsMorton & Chen, 2009). Additionally, school engagement is negatively associated with health
risk behaviors such as alcohol use, unhealthy dieting and exercise habits, and risky sexual
behavior, a relation that is partially mediated by self-efficacy (Dolzan, Sartori, Charkhabi, & De
Paola, 2015), which is supported by other research finding that students who have decreasing
engagement over adolescence engage in greater levels of substance use (Li & Lerner, 2011;
Simons-Morton & Chen, 2009). Combined, this research suggests there are a number of positive
outcomes to be developed and cultivated that can come from fostering ideal levels of
engagement in students.
Gender. While some outcomes are similar across gender in relation to engagement, there
are differences between males and females in this construct as gender is a significant predictor of
both behavioral and emotional engagement (Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015). In general, boys are
more at risk for difficulties in engagement, including both a lack of engagement and
disengagement, a related but separate construct (Archambault et al., 2009; Fernandez-Zabala et
al., 2015; Janosz et al., 2008). For example, one study found that while students showed varying
engagement dispositions that were generally equivalent across gender, girls were slightly less
likely than boys to identify as Boredom, a disposition involving school investment without
academic identification, or Disidentification, a disposition of school social investment with
academic disidentification, while girls were slightly more likely to show Academic Investment, a
disposition of school investment with academic enjoyment, than boys (Lawson & Masyn, 2015).

Girls also perceive higher levels of peer support and emotional and behavioral engagement
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(Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015), which may then enhance their engagement behaviorally and
emotionally, as associations between peer support and engagement have been established
(Awang-Hashim et al., 2015; Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015; Wang & Eccles, 2013). Other
gender differences include that, while both genders benefit from whole-school engagement in
enhancing their personal reports of school engagement, girls benefit significantly from a
coeducational environment, a strong self-esteem in regards to ability, and family SES in
comparison to boys (Fullarton, 2002). In contrast, boys benefit most from parent education level,
classroom climate, and school climate. These relations showcase that, while gender is typically
not notably predictive in differential outcomes related to engagement, it is predictive of levels of
engagement.
Rationale and Purpose of Current Study
While a notable portion of attention has been given to the constructs of body esteem,
victimization, appearance-based victimization, and engagement as independent constructs, little
attention has been given to how these constructs relate.
Research Questions
The current study attempted to answer the following research questions: 1. What is the
relation between body esteem and global victimization and does it differ by gender? 2. What is
the relation between body esteem and appearance-based victimization and does it differ by
gender? 3. What is the relation between body esteem and engagement and does it differ by
gender? 4. Does global victimization mediate the relation between body esteem and engagement,
and is this mediation moderated by gender and does it differ by gender? 5. Does appearancebased victimization mediate the relation between body esteem and engagement, and is this

mediation moderated by gender? Because of the limited research, predictions were limited in
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their empirical basis. However, there were some possible associations between these variables
that were posited.
Research Predictions
Prediction 1: There will be a negative association between body esteem and global victimization
for both males and females, and the strength of this association will not differ between males and
females.
Prediction 2: There will be a negative association between body esteem and appearance-based
victimization for both males and females, and the strength of this association will not differ
between males and females.
In regard to Predictions 1 and 2, the variables of body esteem and victimization have
been researched at minimal levels. The majority of the most relevant research has examined selfesteem and victimization, not the more nuanced construct of body esteem. In these studies, it is
well established that victimization is related to low self-esteem (Ata et al., 2007), and because
body esteem and self-esteem are significantly correlated and appearance is a strong predictor of
self-esteem (Harter, 1999; Shapka & Keating, 2005), it would be expected that body esteem may
function similarly to self-esteem in its relation to victimization. Furthermore, a few studies have
touched upon body dissatisfaction and victimization. One study identified global self-worth, selfesteem for physical appearance and body dissatisfaction as full mediators of the relation between
weight status and victimization (Fox & Farrow, 2009). Another found that low self-esteem
mediated the association between peer victimization and depressive symptoms while body
dissatisfaction mediated the association between weight-related teasing and depressive
symptoms (Benas & Gibb, 2007). Furthermore, weight-related teasing has been shown to be

predictive of self-esteem (Kutob et al., 2010), and BMI is predictive of body dissatisfaction
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(Paxton et al., 2006; Rodgers et al., 2014). These findings suggest that body esteem and
victimization are likely linked, and as they are present across gender, suggest there are no gender
differences.
Prediction 3a: There will be a positive association between body esteem and behavioral
engagement for both males and females, but this association will be stronger for females than
males.
Prediction 3b: There will be a positive association between body esteem and emotional
engagement for both males and females, but this association will be stronger for females than
males.
When examining body esteem and engagement in Predictions 3a and 3b, there is even
less research available. There has been an association found between body image and
disengagement in school in a sample of adolescent girls (Murphy, 2012), but this is the only
study available that directly examined this, and it is unpublished literature. General self-esteem
has also been positively associated with school sense of belonging (Ma, 2003), indicating the
potential directionality of the association between body esteem and emotional engagement.
Another study found examined body dissatisfaction and social engagement (Caccavale, Farhat,
& Iannotti, 2012), a type of engagement in peer relationships that is likely very different from
school engagement holistically, but could relate to emotional engagement in that it can foster a
sense of belonging in peer settings such as a school. Social engagement moderated the
association between weight status and body image for girls but not for boys in that overweight or
obese girls with higher levels of social engagement were more likely to have higher body
satisfaction compared to overweight or obese girls with lower levels of social engagement

(Caccavale et al., 2012). Furthermore, general self-esteem is more predictive of engagement in
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girls than in boys (Fullarton, 2002). Because physical appearance is also weighted more heavily
in self-esteem for girls than boys (Wild et al., 2004), the relation between body esteem and
engagement may be stronger for girls than boys. However, the research is very limited, hence
why the current proposed project is that much more informative to the literature.
Fortunately, there is theoretical evidence to support for the link between body esteem and
engagement. The Body Image Coping Strategies Inventory (BICSI), developed by Cash, Santos,
and Williams (2005), was created to assess the coping strategies utilized to deal with poor body
image. Principal components analyses identified three strategies, one of which was avoidance, or
disengagement. This avoidance was defined as existing in any situations, experiences, and
emotions that were perceived as stressful (Cash et al., 2005) and was significantly and negatively
associated with self-esteem. If students feel badly about their body and appearance, they may
choose to withdraw from their environment, and this could include lead to a decrease in school
engagement. Because the research has not explored this question, however, this currently is only
a theoretically sound possibility, not an evidenced finding.
Prediction 4a: Global victimization will mediate the association between body esteem and
behavioral engagement, with gender moderating the association between global victimization
and behavioral engagement.
Prediction 4b: Global victimization will mediate the association between body esteem and
emotional engagement, with gender moderating the association between global victimization and
emotional engagement.

Prediction 5a: Appearance-based victimization will mediate the association between body
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esteem and behavioral engagement, with gender moderating the association between appearancebased victimization and behavioral engagement.
Prediction 5b: Appearance-based victimization will mediate the association between body
esteem and emotional engagement, with gender moderating the association between appearancebased victimization and emotional engagement.
Predictions 4a, 4b, 5a, and 5b are driven by the aforementioned studies, as the links
between body esteem and victimization (Ata et al., 2007; Benas & Gibb, 2007; Fox & Farrow,
2009; Kutob et al., 2010) and body esteem and engagement (Caccavale, et al., 2012; Cash et al.,
2005; Fullarton, 2002; Ma, 2003; Murphy, 2012) have initial support and are theoretically sound.
These predictions are also informed by research on victimization, engagement, and gender.
Findings indicate that girls show higher levels of engagement in general, which has been linked
to their greater reports of peer support (Fernandez-Zabala et al., 2015). Because peer support is
more emotional and related to belonging than behavioral engagement, it would be expected that
engagement would be more impacted by peer victimization in girls due to their greater reliance
on peer support for engagement. However, the relation between victimization and engagement is
not solely in girls. Perceptions of bullying in the school climate are associated with lower school
commitment and activity involvement in both genders (Mehta et al., 2013), and victimization is
also predictive of academic self-competence, a construct than can be indicative of school
engagement (Buhs, 2005). When considering all of this research, it is presumed that body esteem
and engagement are associated, but this association is partially explained by the experience of
victimization, and the role of victimization on engagement varies by gender.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Participants
The participants for the current study included 669 middle school students from a
suburban community in northern Illinois. This was the total sample after participants were
removed who failed the lie scale or failed to provide consent/assent. Overall, 95 percent of the
total school population participated. There were 297 (45%) female students and 368 (55%) male
students. Approximately equal numbers of students from each grade participated, with 224
(34%) 6th grade students, 233 (35%) 7th grade students, and 209 (31%) 8th grade students. Ethnic
identify for participants included students identifying as White (397; 60%), Multiracial (85;
13%) Asian (74; 11%), Black (56; 8%), Hispanic (45; 7%), or American Indian (9; 1%).
Overall, approximately 700 students attended this school in the 2016-2017 academic
year. Within the total school population, students identify as the following: 59% White, 15%
Asian, 11% Black, 7% Hispanic, 7% Multiracial, 2% American Indian, and <1% Pacific
Islander. Of the total student population, 13% are considered low income based off of free and
reduced lunch status. Twelve percent of students receive special education services.
Measures
The presented study used five self-report questionnaires to assess student victimization,
body esteem, and school engagement.
Bullying Participant Behaviors Questionnaire (BPBQ; Summers & Demaray, 2008)

The Bullying Participant Behaviors Questionnaire (BPBQ) is a 50-item measure that
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assesses the involvement of students in a variety of roles related to bullying situations (Summers
& Demaray, 2008). The five subscales each have 10 items asking about the students’
participation in certain behaviors in the past 30 days and correspond to the different roles
including Bully, Assistant to the Bully, Victim, Defender of the Victim, and Outsider. Responses
are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (7 or more times). The BPBQ
includes items that ask about the same behaviors occurring but change in how they assess the
role of the student when the behavior occurred. For example, one item asks about being made
fun of as a student. It is asked in different ways according to the role as the following: “I have
made fun of another student” (Bully), “When someone was making fun of another student, I
joined in” (Assistant to the Bully), “I have been made fun of” (Victim), “I defended someone
who was being called mean names” (Defender), and “I ignored it when I saw someone making
fun of another student” (Outsider). Scores are summed for each subscale to indicate the extent
that students have engaged in certain roles in the past 30 days (see Appendix A for the measure).
The BPBQ’s psychometrics were examined using a sample of 801 suburban middle
school students from sixth to eighth grade in the Midwest. The data were factor analyzed both
with principal component factor analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis by dividing the
sample into two random subsamples. The principal component analysis was conducted using an
oblique rotation and five to seven factors were implicated. Another factor analysis was run
forcing five factors and found that 52% of the variance was accounted for, but five items were
loading on factors different than what was planned. Thus, these items were removed and the
analysis was run again. Items loaded appropriately and the lowest loading items were removed to
reduce subscale size to 10 items. The confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the principal

component analysis’ identified model of fit. Initial tests suggested the model was not
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appropriate, and so, modifications were made to the error covariances. Subsequently, the fit
improved (χ2 (1145) = 2668.89, p < .001, CFI = .88, SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .065, 90% CI
[.062, .068], PNFI = .74).
The researchers used the entire sample to provide evidence of reliability and validity.
Evidence of good to excellent reliability was provided with Cronbach’s α = .878 to α = .938 for
all subscales. Correlations between every item and its corresponding subscale were also
moderate to high (r = .506 - .849, p < .01). Evidence of construct validity was provided via
correlations among related and unrelated subscales. The Outsider subscale showed small
correlations with Victim and Defender (r = .25, p < .01; r = .21, p < .01). The Victim subscale
had small correlations with Assistant (r = .19, p < .01) but was moderately correlated with Bully
and Defender (r = .32, p < .01; r = .41, p < .01). The only large correlation found was between
Bully and Assistant (r = .60, p < .01).
Evidence of convergent and discriminant validity were provided through correlations
between varying roles and social-emotional outcomes, social skills, and victimization. Bully,
Assistant, and Victim subscales were all significantly, positively correlated with negative socialemotional outcomes and significantly, negatively correlated with positive social-emotional
outcomes measured by the Behavior Assessment System for Children, 2nd Edition (Reynolds &
Kamphaus, 2004). In regards to social skills, in the Social Skills Rating System (Gresham &
Elliott, 1990) subscales of Cooperation, Empathy, and Self Control, the Bully, Assistant, and
Victim subscales all had significant, negative correlations with the strongest negative association
being among the Bully subscale and these social skills. The Victim subscale had a significant,
negative correlation to the Assertion subscale for social skills. In the correlations for Bully

Survey (Swearer, 2001) that looked at victimization, there were significant, positive
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correlations between the victimization measure and all of the BPBQ subscales. However, the
only large correlation was with the Victim subscale (r = .57, p < .0008). For the purposes of the
current study, only the Victim subscale was used.
Appearance-Based Victimization Exploratory Measure (Primary Investigator,
Unpublished)
An exploratory measure created by the primary investigator was used comprised of
questions related to victimization that is appearance-based in nature (see Appendix B for the
measure). The measure was created by framing items in a similar manner to the BPBQ
(Summers & Demaray, 2008), allowing for a variety of types of victimization to be measured.
However, each item referenced these victimization experiences as occurring due to one’s
appearance. An exploratory factor analysis was used with the measure. Psychometrics analyses
were also conducted to determine internal consistency and concurrent validity with the BPBQ. It
was included in initial analyses, but after determining that it did not function differently from the
BPBQ, it was not reported in the final models.
Body Esteem Scale for Adolescents and Adults (BESAA; Mendelson, Mendelson, & White,
2001)
The Body Esteem Scale for Adolescent and Adults (BESAA) is a 30-item measure that
assesses body esteem, or one’s personal feelings on their appearance and body (Mendelson,
White, & Mendelson, 1997). Responses are rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0
(never) to 4 (always). The BESAA originated from the Body Esteem Scale for Children
(Mendelson & White, 1982; Mendelson & White, 1993-1994). However, this scale was limited
in its response format and population utility, so the BESAA was created. Currently, the BESAA
is a 30-item measure that is comprised of three subscales: Body Esteem (BE)-Appearance, Body

Esteem (BE)-Weight, and Body Esteem (BE)-Attribution. The BE-Appearance subscale
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contains 13 items and measures one’s broader feelings about the way he or she looks. Some
sample items include “I’m pretty happy about the way I look” and “I feel ashamed of how I
look.” The BE-Weight includes six items and examines how one satisfied one is with his or her
weight. Sample items contain “I am satisfied with my weight” and “I am preoccupied with trying
to change my body weight.” The BE-Attribution subscale consists of four items and assesses the
appraisal of one’s body and appearance that is attributed to others. Sample items include “Other
people consider me good looking” and “My looks help me to get dates.” Negatively framed
items are reverse coded and the total score is interpreted as the mean of each subscale (see
Appendix C for the measure).
Extensive psychometric data were collected by Mendelson and colleagues (2001) in a
norming sample of 1,334 individuals aged 12 to 25 in Montreal, Quebec. The data were factor
analyzed, and initially, a four-factor solution was identified. The fourth factor only contained two
items, though, and was thus removed from the analyses by removing those two items. With the
three-factor solution, all items had factor loadings of .42 to .96. Within the scales, internal
consistency was reported as good to excellent with Cronbach’s α = .92 for BE-Appearance, α =
.81 for attribution, and α = .94 for weight. Internal consistency by gender was acceptable to
excellent with total Cronbach’s α = .74 to α = .96. In a subsample of undergraduates, the BESAA
was re-administered at 3 months and showed good to excellent test-retest reliability with
Cronbach’s α = .83 to α = .92.
Evidence of convergent validity was provided via correlations between BE-Appearance
and global self-esteem measured with the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (r = .28-.63, p < .01-.05)
and the Global Self Esteem of the Self Perception Profile for College Students (r = .43-.76, p <

.01-.05). Correlations between the BE-Appearance and these scales were generally higher for
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girls than boys. Evidence of discriminant validity was provided by examining the BESAA’s
subscale correlations with the different domains of self-esteem in the Self Perception Profiles.
BE-Appearance and BE-Weight correlated significantly with the Self Esteem-Appearance
subscale (r = .42-.49, p < .01; r = .58-.79, p < .01) unlike the BE-Attributions, which correlated
significantly with the Self-Esteem Social and Self-Esteem Romantic domains (r = .24-.27, p <
.01-.05; r = .24-.45, p < .01-.05). Furthermore, BE-Appearance and BE-Weight were
differentiated based on BE-Weight’s only significant correlation being the Self EsteemAppearance subscale, while the BE-Appearance also correlated significantly with Self-Esteem
Social and Self-Esteem Romantic domains (r = .30, p < .01; r = .23, p < .05).
For the purposes of the present study, only the BE-Appearance subscale was used as the
BESAA is measured as three different constructs and the research interests are focused on
examining body esteem in a general manner. The BE-Appearance subscale’s correlations with
the RSES from ages 13-17 in both genders provide evidence for the validity in this decision (r =
.28-.63, p < .01-.05).
Engagement versus Disaffection with Learning (Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer, 2009)
The Engagement versus Disaffection with Learning is a self-report measure used to
assess various types of student engagement and disaffection in class. This measure includes two
subscales that were used for the current study: a 5-item scale measuring Behavioral Engagement
and a 5-item scale measuring Emotional Engagement. Both of these scales require participants to
answer their agreement in how a true a statement is of them using a 6-point scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Items were adapted for this data collection by changing
the items from asking about engagement in “class” to engagement in “school.” The Behavioral

Engagement subscale assesses behaviors such as effort, attention, and participation and
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includes items such as “When I’m in school, I listen very carefully.” The Emotional Engagement
subscale measures the feelings and emotions associated with school and schoolwork and includes
items such as “I enjoy learning new things in school.” (See Appendix E for the measure).
The Engagement versus Disaffection with Learning scale was validated by Skinner and
colleagues (2009) by using a measure previously used across a number of studies (Wellborn,
1991; Connell, Halpern-Felsher, Clifford, Crichlow, & Usinger, 1995; Skinner et al., 1990;
Skinner, Furrer, Marchand, & Kindermann, 2008). The validation study was conducted in a
sample of 1,018 elementary students from 3rd to 6th grade in a rural-suburban school district. The
sample was predominantly White, with only 5 percent of the sample being comprised of
individuals identifying as other ethnicities. The participants’ socioeconomic statuses ranged from
working to middle class. Data were collected over two waves, with one occurring in October and
the other in May of the academic year. Confirmatory factor analyses were used to determine if
the current subscales were appropriately representative of one-factor models. A good fit was
identified for the four items of behavioral engagement, w2 = 6:59 (2, 1018), p < :05, CFI
(comparative fit index) = 1:00, TLI (Tucker– Lewis index)=1.00, RMSEA (root mean square
error of approximation)=.05 (90% confidence interval [CI]=.01, .09) and the six items of
emotional engagement, w2 = 62:08 (9, 1018), p < :001, CFI = 1.00, TLI = .99, RMSEA = .08
(90% CI = .06, .10). Across both waves, internal consistency ranged from questionable to
acceptable for Behavioral Engagement with a Cronbach’s α = .61 to α = .72 and from acceptable
to good for Emotional Engagement with a Cronbach’s α = .76 to α = .82. Evidence of convergent
validity was obtained by examining the correlations between each subscale and teacher reported
engagement using similar scales, including behavioral engagement (r = .32 - .37) and emotional

engagement (r =.24 - .30). Test-retest reliability was assessed through running the correlation
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between wave 1 and wave 2 data collections. Results indicated good test-retest reliability with
Behavioral Engagement (r = .53) and Emotional engagement (r = .64).
Deep Learning (Senko & Miles, 2008)
The Deep Learning scale is a 4-item scale that was used to measure cognitive
engagement that has been adapted over time to the current scale utilized by Senko and Miles
(2008). This scale uses the same rating scale as used in the Emotional and Behavioral
Engagement subscales of the Engagement versus Disaffection with Learning measure, a 6-point
scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). In addition, the language of this scale has
been changed for the current study to reflect behaviors and experiences in “school” rather than
“class.” With this scale, individuals rate how true certain statements are of their feelings. Items
assess the thinking strategies and behaviors participants engage in with their school work, and
include statements such as “When reading for school, I try to connect ideas I am reading with
things I already know.” (See Appendix E for a list of these items).
The items used in this measure have been adapted and changed over time. The first study
to use the items that most closely resemble the current measure was conducted in a sample of
686 college students from a Midwestern university. While no validation or reliability analyses
were conducted, internal consistency was considered acceptable with Cronbach’s α = .76
(Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, Carter, & Elliot, 2000). The measure for the current study used
the same items as administered by Senko & Miles (2008). This sample included 260
undergraduate students from a Southeastern university in the United States. Approximately 70
percent of participants identified as White and 25 percent identified as African American, with
almost 5 percent identifying as other ethnicities. In that study, internal consistency was good

with Cronbach’s α = .83. Convergent validity was provided through correlations with related
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constructs including interest-based studying (r = .35), mastery goal orientation (r = .44), and
interest in the academic content (r = .64). Discriminant validity was identified through
correlations with the opposing construct of study disorganization (r = -.22). While no validation
studies have been completed at this time, these findings provided preliminary evidence for use of
these measures due to promising reliability and validity results.
Procedure
The proposed study was submitted to the University’s Institutional Review Board to be
reviewed for passive consent. Upon approval, middle schools were contacted within the state of
Illinois to inquire about potential participation. The schools that indicated interest were given an
explanation of the study by the primary investigator supplemented with a description of the
procedures and a protocol including all study measures. Upon school agreement of participation,
parents were provided the opportunity to exclude their child from the study if they so chose. All
other students whose parents did not opt-out were included in the study, as the data were used by
the school to inform their universal educational practices as a part of an all school evaluation.
The study was conducted over the course of a number of days that were made available
for administration. Classroom teachers were provided information on the procedure of data
collection and instructions were included in the survey for students. The students provided assent
to participate through an item indicating their agreement to continue within the survey. Surveys
took take approximately an hour to complete and were counterbalanced. An additional measure,
the Body Area Scale, was initially proposed to be included for exploratory analyses, but due to
student’s reporting that they found the measure “silly” and were not answering the items in a
serious way, it was removed from the survey after approximately 100 students had completed it.

Following the data collection, the school received a de-identified report showcasing the global
scores and significant gender and grade differences of their student body of those students who
participated.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Research Inquiries and Analyses
Preliminary Analyses
Means and standard deviations were obtained for all variables (Body Esteem, Body
Dissatisfaction, Traditional Victimization, Appearance-Based Victimization, Cognitive
Engagement, Emotional Engagement, and Behavioral Engagement) and can be seen in Table 1.
Initial screening of the data was conducted to identify and address any potential data
abnormalities or assumption violations. Inclusion criteria were established such that participants
must pass lie items included in the survey and have provided assent, which included checking
validity of responses through the use of two lie items (‘I am reading and responding to this
survey carefully’ and ‘My answers to these questions accurately reflect my feelings’).
Participants responding to one of both of these statements with strongly disagree or disagree
were excluded due to evidence of poor response reliability. Of the total administered 32
participants were deleted due to failing the lie items and 17 were removed due to not indicating
assent on the survey. Of these 17 failures to assent, 15 were active refusals and two had no
response. Across all data gathered for the current study, an average of 8 percent of the data were
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missing. All variables were mean-centered as an initial step to simplify interpretation. All
preliminary analyses were conducted using SPSS.
Assumptions. Data testing indicated no concerns related to assumption violations.
Collinearity was not a concern across all outcome variables (VIF < 2.4). Normality of residuals
was assessed through visual examination of histograms and P-P plots, through which no
violations were noted. Scatterplots were utilized to assess homoscedasticity where distributions
were as expected. Finally, equality of covariances was verified through Box’s test, (F = 1.183, p
= .070).
Gender and Grade-Level Differences. Significant Gender and Grade-level differences
were assessed by conducting one-way ANOVA tests. Post-hoc analyses for Grade were
completed using the Scheffé test. Regarding Gender, significant differences were noted in
Appearance-Based Victimization, F(1,614) = 5.56, p = .019, such that boys (M = 1.33, SD =
0.79) reported higher levels of appearance-based victimization experiences than girls (M = 1.20,
SD = 0.49). Significant differences were also noted in Behavioral Engagement, F(1,622) = 8.14,
p = .004, with girls (M = 4.89, SD = 1.05) reporting higher levels than boys (M = 4.63, SD =
1.22). No significant differences by Gender were found in the other study variables.
Regarding Grade-level differences, significant differences were identified in Body
Esteem, F(2,605) = 8.29, p < .001; Appearance-Based Victimization, F(2,614) = 1.49, p = .039;
Behavioral Engagement, F(2,622) = 17.29, p < .001; Emotional Engagement, F(2,627) = 8.53, p
< .001; and Cognitive Engagement, F(2,622) = 5.79, p = .003. The post-hoc Scheffé test was
used to identify specific differences among the Grades on these variables. In Body Esteem, 6th
graders reported significantly higher levels of Body Esteem (M = 4.08, SD = 0.87) than 7th
graders (M = 3.78, SD = 0.85) and 8th graders (M = 3.77, SD = 0.85). Within Appearance-Based

Victimization, 8th graders (M = 1.35, SD = 0.80) reported significantly more frequent
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experiences of this type of victimization than 6th graders (M = 1.18, SD = 0.50). Grade-level
differences were identified between all levels for Behavioral Engagement such that 6th graders
(M = 5.10, SD = 0.94) showed significantly higher levels than 7th and 8th graders and 7th graders
(M = 4.72, SD = 1.09) showed significantly higher levels than 8th graders (M = 4.44, SD = 1.30).
Within Emotional Engagement, differences were noted among all grade-level comparisons the
same trend of a decrease in engagement at each higher grade level was identified, with 6th
graders (M = 4.28, SD = 1.28) showing higher levels than 7th graders (M = 3.90, SD = 1.27) and
8th graders (M = 3.76, SD = 1.38). Finally, Cognitive Engagement differences were noted
between 6th and 8th graders such that 6th graders (M = 4.17, SD = 1.34) reported higher levels of
Cognitive Engagement than 8th graders (M = 3.72, SD = 1.45).
Gender by Grade-Level interactions were also assessed. No significant interaction effects
were identified in Body Esteem, Victimization, Appearance-Based Victimization, or Behavioral,
Emotional, or Cognitive Engagement. However, there was a significant Gender x Grade-Level
interaction in Body Esteem F(2,605) = 3.40, p = .034. Specifically, girls reported lower levels of
Body Esteem at higher grades than lower grades (6th, M = 4.20; 7th, M =3.74; 8th, M =3.64) while
boys reported consistent levels across grades (6th; M = 4.00; 7th, M = 3.84; 8th, M = 3.90). See
Table 1 for the means, standard deviations, and ANOVA tests results by total sample and gender.
Table 2 displays means and standard deviations for all variables by grade and gender, and Figure
1 demonstrates the significant Gender x Grade-Level interaction in Body Esteem.
Correlations. Pearson’s correlations were calculated to determine the associations
among all study variables by total sample and by Gender. Regarding boys, significant
correlations were identified amongst several of the variables. Body
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Descriptive Statistics for All Study Variables by Gender and Grade
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Note. Body Esteem, Traditional Victimization, and Appearance-Based Victimization scores range from 1 to 5.
Behavioral, Emotional, and Cognitive Engagement scores range from 1 to 6.
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esteem had a moderately significant, negative association with Traditional Victimization, r(320)
= -.45, p < .001, and Appearance-Based Victimization, r(317) = -.42, p < .001, and a moderately
significant, positive association with Behavioral Engagement, r(324) = .33, p < .001, and
Emotional Engagement, r(321) = .33, p < .001. The association between Body Esteem and
Cognitive Engagement was a weakly significant, negative correlation, r(324) = .19, p = .001.
Traditional Victimization had a strongly significant, positive association with Appearance-Based
Victimization, r(335) = .80, p < .001, and a weak significant, negative association with
Emotional Engagement, r(327) = -.16, p = .004, while no significant associations were identified
with Behavioral and Cognitive Engagement. With Appearance-Based Victimization, weakly

significant, negative associations were noted with Behavioral Engagement, r(328) = -.16, p = 69
.004, and Emotional Engagement, r(326) = -.13, p = .015, but not Cognitive Engagement.
Behavioral Engagement had a strongly significant, positive association with both Emotional,
r(336) = .65, p < .001, and Cognitive Engagement, r(331) = .52, p < .001. Finally, Emotional
Engagement was also strongly, significantly and positively associated with Cognitive
Engagement, r(331) = .56, p < .001.
In regards to girls, Body Esteem has a moderately significant, negative association with
Traditional Victimization, r(255) = -.32, p < .001, and Appearance-Based Victimization r(255) =
-.32, p < .001, a moderately significant, positive association with Emotional Engagement, r(264)
= .36, p < .001, and a weak but significant, positive association with Behavioral Engagement,
r(261) = .27, p < .001, and Cognitive Engagement, r(265) = .29, p < .001. Traditional
Victimization had a strongly significant, positive association with Appearance-Based
Victimization, r(271) = .66, p < .001 and a weak significant, negative association with
Behavioral Engagement, r(264) = -.26, p < .001, Emotional Engagement, r(270) = -.17, p = .006,
and Cognitive Engagement, r(267) = -.22, p < .001. Similarly, Appearance-Based Victimization
had weakly significant, negative associations with Behavioral Engagement, r(264) = -.22, p <
.001, Emotional Engagement, r(270) = -.17, p = .006, and Cognitive Engagement, r(267) = -.13,
p = .032. Behavioral Engagement had strongly significant, positive correlations with Emotional
Engagement, r(274) = .56, p < .001, and Cognitive Engagement, r(272) = .54, p < .001, while
Emotional Engagement had a strong, significant and positive association with Cognitive
Engagement, r(275) = .52, p < .001. See Tables 3 and 4 for these results.
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Table 3
Bivariate Correlations among Study Variables- Total Sample
1

2

3

4

5

6

1. Body Esteem

--

--

--

--

--

--

2. Traditional Victimization

-.39***

--

--

--

--

--

3. Appearance-Based

-.37***

.748***

--

--

--

--

4. Behavioral Engagement

-.30***

-.15***

-.18***

--

--

--

5. Emotional Engagement

.34***

-.16***

-.14**

.61***

--

--

6. Cognitive Engagement

.23***

-.07

-.05

.53***

.54***

--

Victimization

Note. * = p <.05; ** = p <.01; *** = p <.001

Table 4
Bivariate Correlations among Study Variables- By Gender
1

2

3

4

5

6

1. Body Esteem

--

-.45***

-.42***

.33***

.33***

.19**

2. Traditional Victimization

-.32***

--

.80***

-.08

-.16**

.03

3. Appearance-Based

-.32***

.66***

--

-.16**

-.13*

-.01

4. Behavioral Engagement

.27***

-.26***

-.22***

--

.65***

.52***

5. Emotional Engagement

.36***

-.17**

-.17**

.56***

--

.56***

6. Cognitive Engagement

.29***

-.22***

-.13*

.54***

.52***

--

Victimization

Note. Correlations for boys are presented above the diagonal and correlations for girls are presented below the
diagonal; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

Factor Analysis for Appearance-Based Victimization Measure. An exploratory factor
analysis was conducted and psychometrics assessed for the appearance-based victimization
measure created by the primary investigator. Initially, the factorability of the items within the
measure were assessed. Correlations among items were all above the recommended requirement
of r = .3 (all correlations, r ≥ .65), indicating appropriate factorability. This was corroborated

with Kaiser’s measure of sampling adequacy, which was considered superb (KMO = .91), and 71
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, (χ2 (15) = 3634.69, p < .001). When examining eigenvalues, only
factor 1 was greater than 1, with a single-factor model explaining 75% of the total variance
(eigenvalue = 4.51). In addition, visual analysis of the scree plot demonstrated an “elbow” at 2
factors, providing additional evidence for a single-factor model. Communalities were in the
appropriate range (communalities ≥ .62). In addition, fewer than 50% of the residual correlations
were significant with p < .05 (13%). Cronbach’s alpha indicated excellent internal consistency (α
= .94) and the strong, positive correlation between the BPBQ and APV items provided support
for concurrent validity, r(607) = .75, p < .001. Because of these collective results, all items were
retained in this measure and strong evidence was established for the use of the APV as a valid
measure.
Psychometric Analyses. Internal consistency was assessed for all other measures. The
BPBQ (α = .95) and BES (α = .92) had excellent internal consistency. Because the Behavioral
Engagement subscale of the SEM had poor internal consistency (α = .57), different engagement
scales were used that had been included in the data collection, including an adapted version of
the Engagement versus Disaffection with Learning measure (Skinner et al., 2009) for Behavioral
and Emotional Engagement and an adapted version of the Deep Learning measure for Cognitive
Engagement (Senko & Miles, 2008). Internal consistency using these measures was strong
Behavioral Engagement (α = .94), Emotional Engagement (α = .94), and Cognitive Engagement
(α = .93). To provide additional support for use of these measures, a principal components
analysis was conducted to assess each separate scale with a single-factor models. Eigenvalues for
each scale indicated single-factor models were appropriate with 80% of the variance explained
for Behavioral Engagement (eigenvalue = 4.00), 79% for Emotional Engagement (eigenvalue =

3.97), and 83% for Cognitive Engagement (eigenvalue = 3.32). In addition, communalities
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across all scales were appropriate (communalities ≥ .72).
Main Analyses
Question 1: What is the association between body esteem and global victimization? Does this
association change by gender?
To answer Question 1, moderation was tested using MPlus. Body Esteem, Gender, and
the interaction of Body Esteem x Gender were entered as independent variables and Traditional
Victimization as the dependent variable, which can be seen below in Table 4. Body Esteem had a
significant, negative relation to Traditional Victimization, (β= -.68, p < .001). Gender was not
predictive of Traditional Victimization. The association of the interaction of Body Esteem and
Gender and Traditional Victimization was significant, F(3, 572) = 37.88, p < .001, R2 = .166.
Specifically, this relation was stronger for boys than for girls as can be seen in Figure 2.

Table 5.
Traditional Victimization from Body Esteem and Gender
Predictor

p

β

95% CI

Body Esteem***

-.68

<.001

-.97,

-.37

Gender

-.09

.181

-.21,

.04

.20

.027

.02,

.38

Body Esteem x Gender*

Note. Gender coded males = 0, females = 1; * = p <.05; ** = p <.01; *** = p <.001
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Victimization
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Figure 2.

Low Body Esteem

High Body Esteem

Association of body esteem and victimization with gender moderation.

Question 2: What is the association between body esteem and appearance-based victimization?
Does this association change by gender?
Question 2 was assessed by conducting moderation using MPlus. Body Esteem, Gender,
and the interaction of Body Esteem x Gender were entered as independent variables and
Appearance-Based Victimization as a dependent variable, which can be seen below in Table 6.
Both Body Esteem (β= -.61, p < .001) and Gender (β= -.14, p = .007) were significantly and
negatively related to Appearance-Based Victimization. The association of the interaction of
Body Esteem and Gender and Appearance-Based Victimization was significant, F(3, 569) =
36.87, p < .001, R2 = .163. This association was stronger for boys than for girls. This interaction
is depicted in Figure 3.
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Table 6.
Appearance-Based Victimization from Body Esteem and Gender
Predictor

p

β

95% CI

Body Esteem***

-.61

<.001

-.88,

-.33

Gender**

-.14

.007

-.24,

-.04

.22

.004

.07,

.36

Body Esteem x Gender**

Note. Gender coded males = 0, females = 1; * = p <.05; ** = p <.01; *** = p <.001

Appearance-Based Victimization
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Girls
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-2
-3

Figure 3.
moderation.

Low Body Esteem

High Body Esteem

Association of body esteem and appearance-based victimization with gender

Question 3: What is the association between body esteem and behavioral engagement? Are there
gender differences?

Question 3 was addressed by testing moderation within Mplus. Body Esteem, Gender, 75
and the interaction of Body Esteem x Gender were entered as independent variables and
Behavioral Engagement as the dependent variable, which can be seen below in Table 7. Both
Body Esteem (β= .61, p < .001) and Gender (β= .26, p = .003) had significant, positive
associations with Behavioral Engagement. The association of the interaction of Body Esteem and
Gender and Behavioral Engagement was not significant. However, R2 was significant, F(3, 582)
= 22.36, p < .001, R2 = .104.

Table 7.
Behavioral Engagement from Body Esteem and Gender
Predictor

p

β

95% CI

Body Esteem***

.61

.001

.25,

.97

Gender**

.26

.003

.08,

.44

-.14

.206

-.36,

.08

Body Esteem x Gender

Note. Gender coded males = 0, females = 1; * = p <.05; ** = p <.01; *** = p <.001

Question 4: What is the association between body esteem and emotional engagement? Are there
gender differences?
The answer to Question 4 was determined by completing moderation in MPlus. Body
Esteem, Gender, and the interaction of Body Esteem x Gender were entered as independent
variables and Emotional Engagement as a dependent variable, which can be seen below in Table
8. Body Esteem had a significant, positive relation to Emotional Engagement, (β= .56, p = .007).
Gender was not associated with Emotional Engagement. The association of the interaction of

Body Esteem and Gender and Emotional Engagement was not significant. However, R2 was
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significant, F(3, 582) = 25.53, p < .001, R2 = .117.

Table 8.
Emotional Engagement from Body Esteem and Gender
Predictor
Body Esteem**

b

p

95% CI

.56

.007

.16,

.96

Gender

-.06

.562

-.27,

.14

Body Esteem x Gender

-.03

.844

-.27,

.22

Note. Gender coded males = 0, females = 1; * = p <.05; ** = p <.01; *** = p <.001

Question 5: Does global victimization partially mediate the association between body esteem,
and engagement (behavioral engagement and emotional engagement) and is the association in
the model between victimization and engagement moderated by gender?
Questions 5 and 6 of the proposed analyses were addressed testing a mediation model
using MPlus. Specifically, the model of Traditional Victimization as a mediator between Body
Esteem and both Emotional Engagement and Behavioral Engagement was tested by gender. The
Wald test was used to determine Gender moderation in this model by testing significant
differences in the mediation model by the grouping variable of Gender. The Wald test allows for
two models to be compared for overall significant differences across groups by examining
differences among the measurement coefficients comprised within each model. In this case,
Gender was the grouping variable, with a comparison being made between males and females
and the fit of the mediation model by gender. Results indicated that Gender was a moderator in
the model, (Wald parameter of constraints = 4.80, p = .028). When examining fit indices, results

indicated the model was a good fit with CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA < .001, and an SRMR 77
< .001.
In males, mediation was not found for the outcomes of Behavioral or Emotional
Engagement. See Figure 4. While the associations between Body Esteem and Behavioral
Engagement, b = .52, SE = .10, p < .001, and Emotional Engagement, b = .54, SE = .10, p <
.001, were significant and the association between Body Esteem and Traditional Victimization
was significant, b = -.47, SE = .07, p < .001, Traditional Victimization showed no partial
mediation of these relations with Behavioral Engagement, b = .12, SE = .10, p = .235, or
Emotional Engagement, b = .01, SE = .11, p = .941. See Figure 4 for a model depiction of these
results.

Figure 4.

Victimization as a mediator between body esteem and engagement- boys.

In females, partial mediation was identified with the outcome of Behavioral
Engagement. See Figure 5. Specifically, Body Esteem and Behavioral Engagement had a

significant association, b = .25, SE = .08, p = .001, that was partially explained by the relation 78
between Body Esteem and Traditional Victimization, b = -.28, SE = .06, p < .001 and Traditional
Victimization and Behavioral Engagement, b = -.27, SE = .08, p = .001. Regarding Emotional
Engagement, partial mediation was not supported, with a significant relation between Body
Esteem and Emotional Engagement being identified, b = .47, SE = .09, p < .001, that was not
explained by the associations of Body Esteem and Traditional Victimization, b = .58, SE = .09, p
< .001, and Traditional Victimization and Emotional Engagement, b = -.12, SE = .10, p = .205.
See Figure 5 for a model depiction of these results.

Figure 5.

Victimization as a mediator between body esteem and engagement- girls.

Question 6: Does appearance-based victimization partially mediate the association between body
esteem, and engagement (behavioral engagement and emotional engagement) and is the
association in the model between victimization and engagement moderated by gender?

As was noted in the proposed analyses, Appearance-Based Victimization was examined 79
as a potential mediator. If differences were to be noted in the operation of Traditional
Victimization and Appearance-Based Victimization in the proposed mediation model, both were
to be reported. If no differences were noted, Traditional Victimization alone was to be used.
As was done in Question 5, the Wald test was utilized to identify Gender moderation in
the mediation model by testing significant differences by the grouping variable of Gender.
Results indicated that Gender was not a moderator in the model, (Wald parameter of constraints
= 1.736, p = .189). However, in order to determine differences in the operation of AppearanceBased Victimization and Traditional Victimization in the mediation model, the AppearanceBased Victimization mediation model was examined by gender. When examining fit indices,
results indicated the model was a good fit with CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA < .001, and an
SRMR < .001. It should be noted that these fit index values were the same as were noted in the
Traditional Victimization mediation model, indicating both Appearance-Based Victimization and
Traditional Victimization provide the same level of fit in each model.
In males, mediation was not found for the outcomes of Behavioral or Emotional
Engagement. See Figure 6. While the associations between Body Esteem and Behavioral
Engagement, b = .43, SE = .10, p < .001, and Emotional Engagement, b = .56, SE = .10, p <
.001, were significant and the association between Body Esteem and Appearance-Based
Victimization was significant, b = -.39, SE = .07, p < .001, Appearance-Based Victimization
showed no partial mediation of these relations with Behavioral Engagement, b = -.06, SE = .14, p
= .655, or Emotional Engagement, b = .04, SE = .11, p = .696.
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Figure 6.
Appearance-based victimization as a mediator between body esteem and
engagement- boys.

In females, partial mediation was identified with the outcome of Behavioral Engagement.
See Figure 7. Specifically, Body Esteem and Behavioral Engagement had a significant
association, b = .27, SE = .08, p = .001, that was partially explained by the relation between
Body Esteem and Appearance-Based Victimization, b = -.18, SE = .03, p < .001 and
Appearance-Based Victimization and Behavioral Engagement, b = -.32, SE = .11, p = .003.
Regarding Emotional Engagement, partial mediation was not supported, with a significant
relation between Body Esteem and Emotional Engagement being identified, b = .48, SE = .09, p
< .001, that was not explained by the associations of Body Esteem and Appearance-Based
Victimization, b = -.18, SE = .03, p < .001, and Appearance-Based Victimization and Emotional
Engagement, b = -.13, SE = .18, p = .445.
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Figure 7.
Appearance-based victimization as a mediator between body esteem and
engagement- girls.

These results indicated that the same models were present as was identified with
Traditional Victimization as a mediator, suggesting Appearance-Based Victimization did not
operate differently than Traditional Victimization in any area other than robustness. For these
reasons, Traditional Victimization was selected as the mediator for this model and for later
interpretation (see Discussion).
Additional Analyses
Although not included in the proposed analyses, Cognitive Engagement was added as an
additional outcome variable as most research focuses on engagement as a construct that can be
categorized into three subtypes: behavioral, emotional, and cognitive. Current research has done
little to investigate and provide information on how cognitive engagement would function in
relation to body esteem and experiences of victimization, which is why it was originally not

included in the research questions. However, in order to obtain a more thorough understanding 82
of how engagement and all of the primary subtypes of engagement operate in this model,
cognitive engagement was included as an additional outcome variable within the previously
tested model in research questions 5 and 6. No predictions were made, as the inclusion of
cognitive engagement was exploratory in nature.
First, to determine the association between body esteem and cognitive engagement and
how Gender may moderate the association, moderation was completed using MPlus. Body
Esteem, Gender, and the interaction of Body Esteem x Gender were entered as independent
variables and Cognitive Engagement as the dependent variable, which can be seen below in
Table 9. The association between Cognitive Engagement and Gender was not significant. The
association of the interaction of Body Esteem and Gender and Cognitive Engagement was not
significant, although the R2 was significant, F(3, 584) = 12.12, p < .001, R2 = .059. This may be
attributed to the strong correlations amongst the included variables.

Table 9.
Cognitive Engagement Predicted from Body Esteem and Gender
Predictor

β

p

95% CI

Body Esteem

.18

.413

-.23,

.62

Gender

.16

.154

-.06,

.39

Body Esteem x Gender

.13

.326

-.15,

.39

Note. * = p <.05; ** = p <.01; *** = p <.001

To expand on the mediation model tested with Behavioral Engagement and Emotional 83
Engagement, Cognitive Engagement was included as a third outcome. Specifically, the model of
Traditional Victimization as a mediator between Body Esteem and Emotional Engagement,
Behavioral Engagement, and Cognitive Engagement was tested by gender. Similarly to
Questions 5 and 6, the Wald test was used in assessing Gender moderation in this model by using
Gender as a grouping variable to test significant differences. Results indicated that Gender was a
significant moderator, (Wald parameter of constraints = 4.60, p = .032). When examining fit
indices, results indicated the model was a good fit with CFI = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, RMSEA < .001,
and an SRMR < .001.
As in the previous model for males, mediation was not found for the outcomes of
Behavioral or Emotional Engagement. See Figure 8. However, mediation was identified with
Cognitive Engagement. Specifically, the association between Body Esteem and Cognitive
Engagement was significant, b = .41, SE = .10, p < .001, with this relation partially explained
through the associations between Body Esteem and Traditional Victimization, b = -.48, SE = .07,
p < .001, and Traditional Victimization and Cognitive Engagement, b = .2, SE = .10, p = .046.
In females, as was shown in the model assessed in Question 5, partial mediation was
identified with the outcome of Behavioral Engagement but not Emotional Engagement. See
Figure 9. However, Cognitive Engagement was also identified as being partially mediated by
Traditional Victimization. In particular, Body Esteem and Cognitive Engagement were
significantly associated, b = .37, SE = .10, p < .001, which was partially explained by the relation
between Body Esteem and Traditional Victimization, b = -.28, SE = .06, p < .001, and
Traditional Victimization and Cognitive Engagement, b = -.24, SE = .08, p = .007.
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Note. The values below in the association of Victimization and Cognitive Engagement of .633 and .088 represent the residual variance and
standard error

Figure 8.
Victimization as a mediator between body esteem and engagement, cognitive
included- boys.
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Note. The values below in the association of Victimization and Cognitive Engagement of .633 and .088 represent the residual variance and
standard error

Figure 9.
Victimization as a mediator between body esteem and engagement, cognitive
included- girls.

86

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Overview
While body esteem is a common area of concern for many adolescents (Lawler & Nixon,
2011; Neumark-Sztainer, Story, Hannan, Perry, & Irving, 2002; Presnell et al., 2004; Schneider
et al., 2013; Stice & Whitenton, 2002), the way it plays a role in school functioning and how has
not been explored. The current study aimed to examine the relations between body esteem and
school engagement and how the experience of victimization plays a role in this relation, with
attention paid to how these associations may differ in boys and girls. A mediation model was
explored using self-report measures of body esteem, victimization, and school engagement in a
middle school sample. Results suggest that there is a relation between body esteem and school
engagement that is partially mediated by experiences of victimization depending on the type of
engagement. Specifically, body esteem was significantly associated with victimization,
emotional engagement, and behavioral engagement in males, but victimization did not serve to
partially mediate the association between body esteem and engagement. In females, this
mediation was found to be significant for the outcome of behavioral engagement, but not
emotional engagement which was singularly, significantly associated with body esteem.
Interestingly, when including cognitive engagement, it was found to be significantly associated
with body esteem through the partial mediator of victimization in males and females. Together,
these results provide important, preliminary information on how body esteem can impact school
functioning and through what channels this operates.
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Body Esteem and Victimization
The association between body esteem and global victimization was assessed and how this
association may differ by gender. Results indicated that there was a significant, negative
association with these variables, and that gender played a role. Specifically, while boys and girls
with low body esteem reported similar experiences of victimization, boys with high body esteem
reported significantly lower levels of victimization than girls with high body esteem. While
overall high body esteem was related to lower levels of victimization, this effect was greater for
boys than girls. This suggests that body esteem may be more protective and beneficial for
adolescent males in having fewer experiences of victimization than girls.
The association between body esteem and appearance-based victimization was assessed
and how this association may differ between boys and girls. Body esteem was significantly
associated with appearance-based victimization, and gender moderated this association. In
particular, the same differences between gender identified with body esteem and traditional
victimization were identified in this analysis. Boys and girls with low body esteem reported
similar frequencies of victimization experiences that were overall higher than that of those with
high body esteem. However, boys with high body esteem reported lower levels of victimization
experiences than girls with high body esteem.
The results from the current study found gender to be a significant moderator, differing
from the prediction that gender would not moderate the associations between body esteem and
both traditional and appearance-based victimization. The directionality of the association
between body esteem and appearance-based victimization was predicted and found to be
negative. The current limitations in the literature base led to this prediction being based on
previous findings that there is an association between body dissatisfaction and appearance-based

victimization that is present in both boys and girls (Benas & Gibb, 2007; Lunde, Frisén, &
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Hwang, 2006). In general, research has shown the that self-esteem is a significant predictor of
victimization in middle school students (Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004) and being overweight
and having low self-esteem in early adolescence are both significant predictors of being a target
of bullying three years later across gender (Andersen, Labriola, Andersen, Lund, & Hansen,
2015). This research supports the current study’s finding that those who are reporting higher
levels of body esteem are also less likely to report being victims of bullying. However, the
available literature is still limited on which to base predictions related to gender. For this reason,
it is unsurprising that moderation could be present. In fact, there is research that lends some
preliminary support to these findings. In particular, there is evidence that global self-esteem is a
greater predictor of victimization experiences in boys than girls (Brighi, Guarini, Melotti, Galli,
& Genta, 2012), which may explain why girls with high self-esteem did not report lower levels
of victimization, like the boys in this sample. Adolescent girls may have other factors that are
more critical in determining whether or not they will be victimized, and thus, having healthy
body esteem may not be as protective against these victimization experiences.
However, the difference in reports of victimization across levels of body esteem were still
small and in practical terms represented very similar levels of victimization (i.e., reporting an
average experience of victimization as occurring ‘never’ to ‘1-2 times a month’), suggesting that
this is a small effect, and perhaps not semantically meaningful, difference. To bolster this are
some findings that may contradict the current study. Specifically, girls are more likely to
experience psychological victimization while boys are more likely to experience physical
victimization (Boel-Studt & Renner, 2013). In some research, psychological, relational
victimization has been found to be significantly related to lower body esteem, when direct,
physical victimization has not (Lereya et al., 2014). Furthermore, girls are much more likely to

be targeted based on appearance, which is significantly associated with body esteem
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(Eisenberg et al., 2006; Goldfield et al., 2010; Slater & Tiggemann, 2011; Taylor, 2011).
Because of these gender differences, it would make sense that these experiences of victimization
would be more closely related to differences in body esteem, and thus, suggest than girls would
benefit more significantly from high body esteem than boys. However, it is important to note that
the differences in victimization experiences across gender are becoming less clear as more
research has been conducted. While it was thought that girls experienced higher levels of
relational victimization and boys experienced more physical, more recent research is suggesting
these gender differences may not be present, and in some cases, males are experiencing more
victimization across all types (Espelage, Mebane, & Swearer, 2004; Povedano, Cava, Monreal,
Varela, & Musitu, 2015; Turner, Exum, Brame, & Holt, 2013). Overall, this information
provides contradictions and shows why continuing to explore this research question is critical to
ruling out potential explanations, both in support of and contradicting the current study’s
findings.
Body Esteem and Engagement
The association between body esteem and behavioral engagement was explored in the
current study. Overall, body esteem was significantly, positively related to behavioral
engagement, as was gender. However, body esteem and behavioral engagement were not
associated differently between genders. Specifically, both boys and girls that report higher levels
of body esteem are also reporting being more engaged behaviorally in the school setting,
including listening, answering questions, and putting forth effort. Regarding the association
between body esteem and emotional engagement, this was found to be a positive, significant
relation. However, gender did not significantly predict emotional engagement and was not
considered a moderator in emotional engagement’s association with body esteem. This indicates

that those who report higher levels of body esteem are also reporting greater emotional
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connection and engagement in their school environment, and that this is consistent regardless of
gender.
These findings contradicted predictions that the gender moderation would be significant
and show a stronger association with behavioral engagement and body esteem for girls than
boys. However, the direction of the association was predicted accurately, which is supported by
both theoretical models and research findings. Theoretically, it is posited that individuals cope
with poor body esteem in three typical ways, one of which being that they become avoidant of
scenarios that may induce stress (Cash et al., 2005). An avoidant coping strategy has been
supported in the research and found to be related to experiences of lower self esteem (Cash et al.,
2005). This aligns with other findings that, in general, positive emotions are associated with
greater levels of school engagement while more negative emotions are associated with lower
levels (Reschly, Huebner, Appleton, & Antaramian, 2008). In addition, general self-esteem has
been noted to be more predictive of engagement in girls than boys (Fullarton, 2002) and physical
appearance makes up a larger portion of how girls evaluate overall self esteem than boys (Wild
et al., 2004), suggesting that the association between behavioral and emotional engagement and
body esteem may be stronger in girls. These variations between what was predicted and what
occurred regarding gender may largely be attributed to the lack of current research exploring this
question.
However, other research may suggest males experience a stronger relation of body
esteem and school disengagement through the process of other mediating variables. Body
dissatisfaction was found to be significantly associated with both behavioral and emotional
school disaffection in students from grades 4 through 6 (Raufelder, Waak, Melchior, & Ittel,
2013). Specifically, this study identified a link between body dissatisfaction and school

disaffection through mediating variables such as general self-worth and sports participation,
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with the tested model being a better fit for boys than girls. Still, other research has failed to
identify a significant association between body image and student engagement (Forrest, Bevans,
Riley, Crespo, & Louis, 2013). Due to these discrepancies in the current literature, examining
these variables again in additional studies will be necessary to determine the true nature of the
relations between adolescents’ feelings about their appearance and how the participate in their
school environment.
Victimization as a Mediator
A mediation model was tested exploring how body esteem and engagement were
associated and if this was partially explained by experiences of traditional victimization. Gender
was also explored as a potential moderator in order to see if this model differed between boys
and girls. In boys, mediation was not found, which opposed the prediction. In fact, body esteem
was significantly associated with all variables (traditional victimization, emotional engagement,
and behavioral engagement), but traditional victimization itself was not associated with either
types of engagement. This indicates for males, body esteem may play a role in how they feel
about their school environment and act at school, but this role is not explained by being a target
of bullying. Rather, adolescent males may have different feelings about their body and choose to
disengage or engage through these feelings of confidence or lack of confidence in their
appearance, regardless of how other may target them in a bullying scenario.
In contrast, this partial mediation model was significant for behavioral engagement for
females. Specifically, girls’ self-reported body esteem was negatively associated with
experiences of victimization, which in turn was associated with the ways in which they attended,
participated, listened, and showed effort in school. This was not true for emotional engagement,
however. These results are very informative. They indicate that how adolescents perceive and

feel about their appearance plays a role in how they act in and feel about school, and this
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occurs above and beyond how their peers may be treating them in the school environment,
particularly when it comes to being victimized. This area of research is notably novel, and thus,
little is available to inform predictions. However, these results suggest that body esteem in and of
itself is a potentially important target of intervention to help improve school engagement for
adolescents. Some preliminary research has identified links between with body esteem and
school engagement, but this research has been limited to only girls (Murphy, 2012) or focused
primarily on other constructs that resemble only emotional engagement, such as social
engagement and sense of belonging in school (Caccavale et al., 2012; Ma, 2003), associations
that were stronger for females than males.
However, these results align with some developmental theory and what is known about
adolescent development. Piaget’s theory of cognitive development identified various stages of
cognitive changes throughout the course of childhood and adolescence (Wadsworth, 1996;
Elkind, 1967). One of these stages, the formal operational stage, is associated with the
development of abstract thinking and logical reasoning skills. With these higher-order cognitive
operations coming into development, adolescents also experience a phenomenon referred to as
adolescent egocentrism. During this time, adolescents perceive themselves as being frequently
observed by others, referred to as an imaginary audience, and develop a personal sense of feeling
particularly unique and at times, invulnerable, which referred to as the personal fable (Elkind,
1967). Together, these concepts with egocentrism put adolescents at risk for feeling particularly
self-conscious, as they often perceive others to be noticing and attending to them frequently and
inaccurately. In addition, they may feel they are incredibly unique and alone, preventing them
being able to relate well to others. This can lead to students internalizing and withdrawing from
their environment, particularly in a way that could make them stand out, including behaviorally

or academically, such as in class participation and cognitive and studying strategy behaviors.
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However, emotionally, individuals may still remain engaged as it is much easier to engage in
emotional connection without having others notice or observe this attachment. The current
results align well with this theory.
Unfortunately, no research has examined engagement and body esteem and potential
mediating factors by gender. A study exploring research questions most closely aligned with the
current study examined the relations between body satisfaction and worry with behavioral and
emotional school disaffection through the mediating variables of general self esteem and sports
participation (Raufelder et al., 2013). It was found that general self worth was more predictive as
a mediating variable for girls while sports participation was more predictive in boys.
Interestingly, other research has shown significance in a mediation model looking at
victimization and academic achievement, which was partially mediated by academic self-concept
(Jenkins & Demaray, 2015). This was significant for girls, but not for boys. This resembles the
findings of the current study in that the relations between self-esteem components and
experiences of victimization were more predictive of academic outcomes for girls rather than
boys. Furthermore, the component of self-esteem that is derived from an individual’s feelings
about his or her physical appearance is more predictive of overall self-esteem in girls than boys
(Wild et al., 2004). Overall, however, the experience of being victimized is associated with
feelings of dampened self-competence in academics (Buhs, 2005) while more broadly, students
who perceive greater levels of bullying in their school are more likely to show less commitment
and involvement in school activities (Mehta et al., 2013). It is currently difficult to make direct
parallels between the current literature available and the research questions of the current study
as this area has yet to be fully expounded upon. However, the present study suggests that
exploring the relation between body esteem and school engagement may be a worthwhile

endeavor in ultimately learning how to support students. Additionally, there is support for
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examining this association and potential mediating variables, such as victimization, separately by
gender as the relations appear to function differently between adolescent boys and girls.
Inclusion of Cognitive Engagement
In order to expand understanding of how body esteem relates to engagement, cognitive
engagement was included in an additional mediation analysis to allow for an analysis of all three
types of engagement as they are typically identified in the literature. Results indicated that with
the inclusion of cognitive engagement, victimization partially mediated the association between
body esteem and cognitive engagement in both boys and girls. Specifically, this showed that
individuals who experience lower levels of body esteem are more likely to report victimization.
While lower body esteem is related to lower levels of cognitive engagement in the school
environment, this is in part explained by the experience of being victimized and then
withdrawing from educational tasks by losing interest and engaging in fewer deep, integrated,
and metacognitive learning strategies. In contrast, those that have higher levels of body esteem
experience the opposite effect, where they are less likely to being victims of bullying and in turn
engage in their school work in more thoughtful and meaningful ways, such as asking themselves
questions about the content they are learning or seeking out additional information to supplement
the content provided within the school setting. While research has typically only examined the
relations between cognitive engagement and academic self-efficacy and self-concept, not general
self-esteem or body esteem, there have been significant associations between cognitive
engagement and self-esteem noted more recently in the literature (Virtanen, Kiuru, Lerkkanen,
Poikkeus, & Kuorelahti, 2016). The current study helps to expand on cognitive engagement and
how it relates to other areas of self-worth and how they relate to motivation and interest in school
activities and work.

Implications
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The current study has provided an initial first step in exploring the topic of body esteem
and how it is relevant to the school setting. Schools are increasingly interested in addressing a
variety of social-emotional skills and strengths through both universal and targeted intervention.
However, supporting students’ body image development is still underdeveloped in schools,
particularly through systematic and pointed supports such as intervention. The present findings
suggest is a need for building on the current findings to develop a framework in identifying how
body image is related to academic functioning in schools. Several mediating variables have been
implicated from previous research, and the current study suggests that victimization may be a
mediating variable to consider, particularly in girls and the manifestation of their behavioral
engagement. Furthermore, this study highlights the idea that engagement is a construct
comprised of three separate and unique behaviors and experiences that should be studied
separately to truly understand how different experiences such as victimization, sports
participation, peer support, and other factors impact the expression of engagement in students.
This is an important endeavor because school engagement is predictive of a variety of beneficial
outcomes that are long-term for individuals, including academic achievement, life satisfaction,
emotional wellbeing, resilience, and school dropout (Archambault et al., 2009; Awang-Hashim
et al., 2015; Finn, 1993; Fredricks et al., 2004; Lawson & Masyn, 2015; Wang et al., 2015).
Those students who remain engaged behaviorally and cognitively report higher social
competence (Baroody et al., 2016) while those who also remain engaged in all ways (i.e.
behaviorally, emotionally, cognitively) are less likely to engage in risky health behaviors,
demonstrate conduct problems, or perform delinquent acts (Ang et al., 2015; Dolzan et al., 2015;
Li & Lerner, 2011; Simons-Morton & Chen, 2009). Continuing to explore these variables and

their interactions with one another will help inform practitioners of effective ways to bolster
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these positive outcomes related to engagement while minimizing negative outcomes.
Limitations
While this study contributes to the literature by exploring these previously unstudied
relations between body esteem, victimization, and engagement, a number of limitations are
present that hinder the generalizability of the findings. These limitations include the use of selfreport measures, single time point measurement, a limited sample, and the exclusion of
potentially impactful, relevant variables to the research questions.
This study was done using self-report measures in a survey format. There are inherent
limitations to these strategies, including that they require the participants to be honest, attentive,
and self-aware when completing the measures (Paulhus & Vazire, 2007; Tourangeau & Yan,
2007). This can be difficult, particularly in populations that developmentally may struggle with
the ability to be cognizant of their insecurities and experiences and report them in an accurate
way (Marsh, Debus, & Bornholt, 2005), particularly when some of the items may be socially
sensitive to adolescents. This relates to the issue of social desirability bias (Krumpal, 2013). At
times, participants are subject to this bias in which they may respond in ways that are aligned
with social norms and mores rather than what is an accurate representation of their experiences
(King & Bruner, 2000). This is an important factor to consider as it can skew data in a socially
expected, homogenous way. There is evidence that social desirability is not always a concern in
adolescent populations, but this effect is be very sensitive to the topic and gender of participants
(Jago, Baranowski, Baranowski, Cullen, & Thompson, 2007; Tilgner, Wertheim, & Paxton,
2004)
Direct observations of engagement would have enhanced the current study and helped to
provide a source of validity for the self-report measures of engagement, particularly behavioral

engagement (Fredricks & McColskey, 2012). In addition, ratings by parents and teachers in

97

engagement would have been beneficial in providing a clearer picture of a student’s behaviors,
emotions, and thinking related to the school environment (Fredricks & McColskey, 2012).
Regarding body esteem, the greater construct of body satisfaction could have been supported
through measures that are more direct, such as having students report their perceived body size
and ideal, with the difference representing a numerical measure of body dissatisfaction that is
likely less susceptible to social desirability bias (Yanover & Thompson, 2009).
Data was collected at a single time point for this study. Because of this, it is impossible to
verify the predictive value of variables predicting specific behaviors over time. For these
reasons, associations can be identified, but not true predictors, of engagement through the
variables of body esteem and victimization. In addition, a school year has different experiences
and climate shifts that are inherent in the shifting of the year. Because of this, certain measured
experiences can be more elevated or less elevated depending on when the data is collected. For
example, individuals typically become less engaged and more disaffected over the course of a
school year (Skinner et al., 2008). These shifts make the data reflective of the time of year it was
collected (i.e. fall) and thus, impact the robustness of the findings across other time periods in the
school year (i.e. winter, spring).
While collecting data in a middle school sample is an addition to the literature, as these
variables have never been studied in this manner in any population, there are limitations in
generalizability of this sample. Specifically, this data was collected in a majority white school,
making that data not particularly informative or representative of minority groups. The
percentage of low-income students was 13 percent, which is much lower than the current
national and state average of 51 percent students in public education identifying as low income
(Southern Education Foundation, 2015). Regarding body esteem, research indicates a decrease in

body satisfaction with age for girls regardless of other variables while for boys, this effect is
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not present (Duncan et al., 1985). Victimization tends to become less physical from elementary
to middle school but increases verbally and relationally before decreasing overall in high school
(Ryoo, Wang, & Swearer, 2015). Engagement, in contrast, consistently decreases from
elementary to middle to high school (Fredricks et al., 2004; Skinner et al., 2008; Wigfield,
Eccles, Schiefele, Roeser, & Davis-Kean, 2006). These developmental changes would likely
impact the results of this same study being conducted in an elementary or high school sample,
and because of this, the results cannot be generalized beyond middle school students with this
particular demographic composition.
Human development and behavior is shaped by a plethora of factors. This study
attempted to focus on the main variables of body esteem, victimization, engagement, and gender.
However, other variables that were not measured would likely inform and enhance the current
findings. This includes examining factors such as school climate, peer relationships, internalizing
experiences, and longitudinal data to have more evidence for or against how variables impact
one another over time. For example, research indicates that self-esteem and sports participation
may be a mediating factor between body esteem and school engagement (Raufelder et al., 2013).
Furthermore, other research implicates peer support as especially salient to presentation of
emotional engagement, victimization, and body satisfaction (Ata et al., 2007; Fernandez-Zabala
et al., 2015; Goldbaum et al., 2003; McClintock & Evans, 2001; Shlafer et al., 2013). These and
other variables are relevant constructs and, by excluding them from the current study, limit the
clarity in understanding how the constructs of body esteem, victimization, and engagement are
truly related.

Future Directions
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The current research provides preliminary evidence that body esteem may be a relevant
area of social-emotional functioning for schools to give attention to as it is related to school
engagement practices. Furthermore, it points to victimization as an experience that partially
explains this relation, and thus, may be an additional point of intervention to attend to in order to
support kids with low body esteem and help prevent their school engagement behaviors and
feelings from decreasing. However, as was previously noted, there are a number of limitations to
this study, and future research must expand on these ideas to provide a clearer picture of the
relations between these variables and what points of intervention may be available for
practitioners to target to improve outcomes.
Longitudinal Data. The current study was limited to data collected at one time point,
and for this reason, a number of limitations are present in interpretation of the findings. Future
research focusing on how body esteem can predict engagement behaviors longitudinally should
be conducted. Ideally, this data would measure body esteem in early adolescence and how it not
only changes over time, but how it predicts later outcomes related to school functioning,
including measures such as engagement, academic achievement, and social functioning in the
school setting. Furthermore, including academic achievement data, such as GPA, as a final
outcome related to engagement could be very helpful. This would provide a clear path from body
esteem and harder academic data that schools typically give more attention to when considering
how to support students. If body esteem is indirectly predictive of academic achievement through
these measures that are typically more valued in school settings, it may lead to schools providing
students more support in body image development, which would be doubly helpful as this would
also help prevent outcomes such as depression, suicidality, disordered eating and exercise, social

phobia, and victimization (Brixval et al., 2012; Johnson & Wardle, 2005; Jónsdóttir et al.,
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2008; McClintock & Evans, 2001; Olivardia et al., 2004; Rodgers et al., 2014; Wild et al., 2004).
Intervention. One area to expound upon is the potential areas of which intervention can
be targeted in producing greater school engagement, particularly in those who experience low
body esteem. Other research has found a link between body dissatisfaction and school
disaffection through other mediating variables (Raufelder et al., 2013). For girls, negative
evaluations of one’s body and feelings of emotional and behavioral school disaffection were
mediated by her feelings of general self-worth. This provides support for a point of interventiongeneral self-esteem- to help promote school engagement when body esteem is lower. In contrast,
the research in boys indicated that general self-worth is an appropriate target as a mediator for
the outcome of emotional school disaffection, but that behavioral school disaffection was
partially mediated by sport involvement (Raufelder et al., 2013). This provides information on
how adolescent males and females are impacted differently by low body esteem and how it
ultimately manifests itself in the ways they act and engage with schoolwork and activities.
A number of programs have been developed that target body image in the school setting.
A meta-analysis conducted by Yager and colleagues (2013) reviewed 15 programs currently used
in classrooms to improve body satisfaction. Some important findings resulted from this work that
provide direction on future directions for research. First, no programs were effective for males
and females. Rather, certain programs were found to be effective for girls, while others were
effective only for boys (Yager, Diedrichs, Ricciardelli, & Halliwell, 2013), providing evidence
for future research to continue examining gender differences in not only the relations of body
esteem to educational and emotional outcomes of adolescents, but also in intervention
programming. Furthermore, the researchers found that starting body image targeted
programming is most effective at the age of 12 (Yager et al., 2013), indicating that middle school

is a prime target for body esteem intervention and support. Finally, programs that attempted to 101
boost self-esteem and bolster peer relationships were also more effective, which has been
supported by other research identifying self-esteem as an important component of success in
body image intervention (O'Dea, 2005; O'Dea & Abraham, 2000). Examining how body esteem
relates to outcomes in the school environment in conjunction with these variables such as global
self-esteem and peer social support may help to continue expanding the current understanding of
how body esteem plays a role in the manifestation of engagement.
Conclusion
The current study examined the relations between body esteem, victimization, and
different types of engagement between genders in middle school students. The results identified
relations between these variables, with victimization partially explaining the associations
between body esteem and behavioral engagement in girls and body esteem and cognitive
engagement for boys and girls. Emotional engagement, in contrast, was significantly associated
with body esteem and victimization, but could not be explained through this mediated
relationship. These findings provide preliminary evidence for not only attempting to reduce
victimization in schools, but also supporting the development of body image in adolescent girls
and boys to help support their behaviors, emotions, practices related to school engagement. The
implications of these findings are significant as they call to attention a relatively unaddressed
point of intervention in school settings: body image. Future research should expand on the
current study by utilizing a longitudinal design and including other relevant variables such as
self-esteem, peer support, and other academic achievement outcomes. Furthermore, identifying
additional social-emotional outcome variables may be beneficial in continuing to understand the
effect body esteem has on adolescents.
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APPENDIX A
BULLYING PARTICIPANT ROLES QUESTIONNAIRE – VICTIM SUBSCALE
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Has any of the following happened to you in the
past 30 days?
1. I have been called mean names.
2. I have been made fun of.
3. I have been purposely left out of something.
4. I have been ignored.
5. I have been pushed around, punched or slapped.
6. I have been pushed or shoved.
7. People have told lies about me.
8. People have tried to make others dislike me.
9. I have been threatened by others.
10. I have had things taken from me.

Never

1-2
Times

3 -4
Times

5-6
Times

7 or
More
Times

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
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APPENDIX B
APPEARANCE-BASED VICTIMIZATION
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The next questions ask about how often certain things
have happened to you in regards to your body or
looks. This could include a variety of things, such as
your body shape, weight, hair, skin complexion,
clothes, and any other areas of your appearance. Have
7 or
any of the following happened to you in the past 30
1-2
3-4
5-6 more
days?
Never times times times times
1. People have said mean things to me about my
1
2
3
4
5
body/looks.
2. People have physically targeted me (hit,
1
2
3
4
5
pushed, shoved, etc.) while saying mean things
about my body/looks.
3. People have made up rumors about me related
1
2
3
4
5
to my body/looks.
4. People have teased me about my body/looks.
1
2
3
4
5
5. People have made me do things I did not want
1
2
3
4
5
to do to be accepted because of my
body/looks.
6. People have purposely excluded me and said it
1
2
3
4
5
is because of my body/looks.
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APPENDIX C
BODY ESTEEM SCALE FOR ADOLESCENTS AND ADULTS- GENERAL APPEARANCE
SUBSCALE
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For the questions below, fill in the bubble of the response
that best describes how often you agree with the following
statements.
1. I like what I look like in pictures.
2. I am proud of my body.
3. I like what I see when I look in the mirror.
4. There are lots of things I’d change about my looks
if I could.
5. I wish I looked better.
6. I wish I looked like someone else.
7. My looks upset me.
8. I’m as nice looking as most people.
9. I’m pretty happy about the way I look.
10. I feel ashamed of how I look.
11. I worry about the way I look.
12. I think I have a good body.
13. I’m looking as nice as I’d like to.

Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
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APPENDIX D
ADAPTED ENGAGEMENT VERSUS DISAFFECTION WITH LEARNING MEASURE
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BEHAVIORAL ENGAGEMENT
Read each statement below very carefully and use the following
scale to answer as honestly as you can

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1. When I'm in school, I listen very carefully.

1

2

3 4

5

6

2. I pay attention in school.

1

2

3 4

5

6

3. I try hard to do well in school.

1

2

3 4

5

6

4. In school, I work as hard as I can.

1

2

3 4

5

6

5. When I'm in school, I participate in class discussions.

1

2

3 4

5

6

EMOTIONAL ENGAGEMENT
Read each statement below very carefully and use the
following scale to answer as honestly as you can

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1. When we work on something in school, I feel interested.

1

2

3

4

5

6

2. School is fun.

1

2

3

4

5

6

3. I enjoy learning new things in school.

1

2

3

4

5

6

4. When I'm in school, I feel good.

1

2

3

4

5

6

5. When we work on something in school, I join in.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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APPENDIX E
ADAPTED DEEP LEARNING MEASURE
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COGNITIVE ENGAGEMENT
Read each statement below very carefully and use the
following scale to answer as honestly as you can
1. When reading for school, I try to explain key concepts in my
own words.
2. When learning about a new topic in school, I usually try to
summarize it in my own words.
3. When reading for school, I try to connect ideas I am reading
with things I already know.
4. When thinking about what we learn in school, I try to think
of my own examples to help me understand better.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1

2 3

4

5

6

1

2 3

4

5

6

1

2 3

4

5

6

1

2 3

4

5

6

